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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
PENSION TO FREEDOM FIGHTERS - KERALA FREEDOM FIGHTERS PENSION 
SCHEME - VARIOUS DEMANDS OF FREEDOM FIGHTERS - MEMORANDUM 

SUBMITTED BY THE PUNNAPRA VAYALAR SWATANTRIYA SAMARA 
SENA SAMRAKSHANA SAMITHY AND OTHERS - MODIFICATION OF 

RULE - ORDERS ISSUED 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (FFP) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. Ms. No. 19/81/GAD . Dated, Trivandrum , 16th January 1981 . 


Read :-1. G.O. (P ) 143/71/ PD dated 22-5-1971. 

2 . G. O. ( P ) 475 /72/PD dated 29-12-1972 
3. G. O. (P ) 86 /73/PD dated 27-3-1973 . 
4. G. O. ( P ) 285 /73/PD dated 30-10-1973 
5. Letter No. 8 /22/80 /FFP dated 6-8-1980 from the Ministry of 

Home Affairs, Government of India . 
6. G. O.Ms. 534 /80/GAD dated 24-11-1980 
7 . Memorandum dated 20-11-1980 from the Punnapra Vayalar 

Swatantriya Samara Sena Samrakshana Samithy, Alleppey . 


ORDER 


In the G. O. Ist read above Government introduced a Scheme for 
payment of pension to Freedom Fighters subject to the conditions prescribed 
iherein with effect from 1-4-1971 . According to rule 7 of the scheme 
amended as per G. O. 2nd read above the income limit fixed for 
eligibility for pension wae Rs. 300 p . m . The last date fixed as per G. O. 
4th read adove for receipt of applications from Freedom Fighters by 
the District Collectors was 1-11-1973 . In their letter 5th read above, 
the Government of India communicated their decision to dispense with 
the condition regarding income limit for eligibility for pension and other 
changes effected under Government of India Scheme of pension to 
Freedom Fighters . In ihe G. O. sixth read above , Government enhanced 
the amount of monthly pension under Kerala Freedom lighters l ension 
Scheme to Rs. 150 from Rs. 75. The condition regarding income limit 
for eligibility for pension was also dispensed with 

on a par with the 
G. 119 . 


2 . 


practice in vozucunder Government of India Scheme of pension to 
Freedom fighters. Subscquently several Associations of Freedom Fighters in 
the State and individuals represented to Government to give the Freedom 
l ighters an opportunity to file fresh applications in the light of the 
liberalisation of rules of the Scheme. 

Government have examined all aspects of the question in detail 
and are pleased to order that time will be allowed up to 31-7-1981 for 
submitting fresh applications under the liberalised scheme for Freedom 
Fighters Pansion (State) for the following categories. 
(a ) People who could not apply for pension on the ground of 

income so far . 
(b ) Women who now become eligible to apply on the basis of 

reduced quantum of 3 months actual imprisonnent. 
(c) The Scheduled Caste /Scheduled Tribes freedom fighters who now 

become eligible for grant of pension on the basis of reduced 

quantum of actual imprisonment for 3 months. 
( d) People who could not produce any evidence so far from official 

records in support of their claims of underground suffering / 
externment/internment will be eligible to apply for pension 
in case they are able to get certificates in support of their 
claims of suffering from frecdom fighters who had themselves 
undergone imprisonment for more than 5 years . 


By order of the Governor, 

A. NARAYANAN , 

Deputy Secretary. 


TO 


All District Collectors . 
The Actountant General, 

Kerala , Trivandrum ( This has the 
concurrence of the Finance Department) 
The Finance Department - vide their U.O. Note No. 55724/ Pen . B3/80 / 

Fin . dated 29-9-1980 
The Secretary, Ministry of Home affairs , Government of India , 
New Delhi. 

(with C.L.) 
The Director of Public Relations. 
The General Secretary, Punnapra Vayalar Swatantriya Samara Sena 

Samrakshana Samithy , Alleppey 
The General Secretary , Kerala State , Freedom Fighters Association . 
The General Secretary , Ex. INA Association , Kerala , Kadakkavur . 
Tne Private Secretary to Chief Minister. 
The General Administration ( SC ) Department. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O.MS. No. 14 /81 /LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 31st January 1981 . 
The following are the select lists of Officers as approved by the Govern 
ment on the recommendation of the Departmental Promotion Committee for 
promotion to the categories of Divisional Employment Officer and Deputy 
Director of Employment in the Department of National Employment 
Service . The select list of the Divisional Employment Officer are subject 
to the decisions in O. P. No. 1696/78 B and 244/78 pending before the High 
Court of Kerala . 


SELECT LISTS 
1 . Divisional Employment Officer : 

1977 
1 . Sri M. Damodaran Nair 

1978 
1. Sri K.M. Thampi 

1979 
1. Sri N. Vijayan 

1980 
1 . Sri P. M.Ramachandran Nair 
2 . 

Sri P. U. Krishnankutty 
3. Sri V. K.Krishnan 
4 . Sri G. Sreedharan 

1981 
1. Sri V. E. Abraham 
2. Sri C. T. Joseph 

3. Smt. K. N. Savithrikutty Amma 
II . Deputy Director of Employment : 


1979 


1 . Sri K. I. Muhammed 
2. Sri K. M. Abraham 
3. Sri M. Damodaran Nair 


G 
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1981 
1. Sri V. T. Sreedharan 
2 . Sri R. Subrahmonia Pillai 
3 . Sri B. Wilson 


C. P. NAIR , 
Special Secretary to Government, 

Labour Department and Convener , 
Departmental Promotion Committee (I) 
for the Department of National 

Employment Service . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1700 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 11th December 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Karalam Service Co-operative Society 
Limited No. 600 , Kizhuthani, ( via) Irinjalakuda , Trichur District and their 
workmen represented by the Secretary, Kerala Co-operative Employees 
Federation , Mukundapuram Taluk Committee, Chalakudy received by 
Government on 11-12-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 8th day of December , 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 53 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D.67 of 1977 ) 

Between 
The President, Karalam Service Co-operative Society Ltd. No. 600 , 
Kizhuthani, (via ) Irinjalakuda , Trichur District 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the Secretary, 
Kerala Co-operative Employees Federation, Mukundapuram 

Taluk Committee, Chalakudy . 
Representations : 
Shri M. Venugopalan , 

For Management. 
Advocate, Trichur. 
Shri P. K.Asokan , 

For Union 
Advocate , Trichur. 
GA . 847/B 


} 


AWARD 


This reference made by Government as per G. O. (Rt. No. 1117177 
LBR dated 22-9-1977 concerns the dismissal of M /s P.R.Bahulayan and 
v.c.Dayanandan by the Kerala Service Co- operative Society Limited 
No. 600 where they were employed . The reference was made to the Calicut 
Labour Court and later transferred to this Court with its constitution . 

2. When the case came up for evidence it was reported by both sides that 
the matter is likely to be settled if some time is granted for that purpose . I 
allowed the time requested for and the parties have filed the following 
settlement: 

മേൽ നമ്പരിൽ കക്ഷികൾ ബോധിപ്പിക്കുന്ന രാജി ഹർജി . 

മേൽ നമ്പർ തൊഴിൽതർക്കം കക്ഷികൾ തമ്മിൽ നേരിട്ട് കൂടിയാലോ 
ചിച്ച് ഒത്തുതീർപ്പായിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ഒത്ത തീർപ്പു വ്യവസ്ഥയനുസരിച്ച് പി . ആർ, ബാഹുലേയൻ, 
വി , സി , ദയാനന്ദൻ എന്നിവർ സംഘത്തിൽ നാലായിരത്തിഅഞ്ഞൂറു ഉറു 
പ്പിക ഇന്നേദിവസം അടയ്ക്കുകയും അവരെ സംഘം ജോലിയിൽവീണ്ടും പ്രവേ 
ശിപ്പാൻ നിശ്ചയിക്കയും ചെയ്തിരിക്കുന്നു . സർവീസിൽ ഇല്ലായിരുന്ന 
കാലത്തെ (അന്വേഷണവിധേയമായി സസ്പെൻഷനിൽ വെച്ചതുമുതൽ വീണ്ടും 
ജോലയിൽ പ്രവേശിക്കുന്നതുവരേക്കുളള സമയം) യാതൊരു ശമ്പളത്തിനും 
മററുസാമ്പത്തികാനുകൂല്യങ്ങൾക്കും മേൽപറഞ്ഞ രണ്ടുപേർക്കും അർഹതയി 
ല്ലെന്നും കക്ഷികൾ സമ്മതിച്ച് നിശ്ചയിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . എന്നാൽ മുൻ 
കാലസർച്ചീസ് അംഗീകരിക്കുന്നതാണെന്നും നിശ്ചയിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . സാ ഘം 
മേൽ പറഞ്ഞവരുടെ പേരിൽ ബോധിപ്പിച്ചിട്ടുളള ARC/5637/76-ാം നമ്പ് 
കേസ്സ് പിൻവലിക്കുവാനും നിശ്ചയിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . 

മേൽ പറഞ്ഞ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ അംഗീകരിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുംമാനേജ്മെൻറ് സംഘം 
( പവർത്തകസമിതിയുടെ തീരുമാനം അംഗീകരിച്ച് ഈ കേസ്സം രാജിയായി 
ട്ടുളളതിനാൽ ആയത് ഫയലിൽ നിന്നുംകുറവുചെയ്യേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 

അതുകൊണ്ടു കോടതിയിലെ ദയവുണ്ടായി മേൽനമ്പ് കേസ്സ് കക്ഷി 
കൾ തമ്മിൽ രാജിയായത് അംഗീകരിച്ച് ഫയലിൽ നിന്നും കറവുചെയ്യുവാൻ 
അപേക്ഷിക്കുന്നു . 
3 . In view of the above settlement it is unnecessary to proceed with this 

Suffice it to say that there is no subsisting dispute to be adjudicated 
upon . An award is passed accordingly . 


5് 


case . 


Ernakulam, 
8.12.1980 . 


N.SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1194|80|LBR . 


Dated , Trivandrum , 19th August 1980. 


The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Palluruthy Mandalam Service Co -operative Bank 
Limited No. 65 , Palluruthy, Cochin -6 and their workmen represented by the 
Secretary, Kerala Co- operative Employees Federation , Cochin Taluk Committee 
Palluruthy, Cochin -6 received by Government on 5-8-1980 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor , 

P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 30th day of July , 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. Sc., 1. L., 

Presiding Officer 

in 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 8 OF 1979 


• Between 


THE PRESIDENT 
Palluruthy Mandalan Service Co- operative Bank Ltd., No. 65, Palluruthy. 

Cochin - 6 . 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
of the above Bank represented by the Secretary , Kerala Co-operative 
Employees Federation , Cochin Taluk Committee, Palluruthy, 

Cochin - 6 . 
GA . 7300MC 
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Representations: 


Shri G. Sivarajan , 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 


For Management . 


Shri K. Janardhanan , 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 


For Union . 


AWARD 


The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) 
No. 36179|L & H dated 13-3-1979 is the following : - 


" Withholding of increments of Sri K. N. Nadesan " . 


2. Shri Nadesan is a Peon of the Palluruthy Mandalam Service Co-operative 
Bank Ltd., No. 65, Palluruthy. He was placed under suspension pending 
enquiry with effect from 30-11-1976 . Four items of miscondicts were alleged 
against him in the charge dated 21-1-1977. An enquiry into the charges was 
ordered after obtaining his explanation . An Advocate appointed as the 
Enquiry Officer conducted the enquiry in which the affected workman parti 
cipated throughout. The Enquiry Officer in his report found that item 
Nos. 1 and 4 of the charge are not established . His findings on the other 
two counts were in favour of the Management. Accepting that finding the 
Disciplinary Action Committee of the Management Society awarded 
punishment to bar the increment of the workman with cumulative effect for 
two years . In appeal before the Board of Directors the punishment was 
modified by deleting the direction that the increment bar will operate with 
cumulative effect. It is the correctness of that punishment that is challenged 
In this reference . 


a 


3. The Management contends that the workman was found guilty of the 
charges in a properly conducted enquiry and a very lenient view was adopted 
In the matter of punishment and therefore there is no reason to interfere 
with the same. The Union on the other hand complains that the workman 
was innocent and the findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse. A 
cancellation of the punishment is therefore requested . 


4. We need consider only the two charges in which the Enquiry Officer 
found Shri Natesan guilty . Those charges are ( 1 ) that Shri Natesan made 
Incorrect entries in the verification report on the application for loan 
submitted by member Shri V. L. Mohanan and ( 2 ) that he assaulted 
Shri V. L. Mohanan , member of the Board of Directors of the Bank and 
used obscene words against him at about 7 p . m .. on 22-11-1976 . 


of 


5. The Enquiry Officer was not examined in the case. The report 
enquiry was marked as Ext. Mi as agreed by both sides. The Union has 


3 


no objection to the form and procedure adopted by the Enquiry Officer. It 
18 admitted that Shri Natesan participated in the enquiry throughout. He 
was permitted to have the assistance of a co -worker of his choice. All the 
Tour witnesses examined on the side of the Management were cross- examined 
and the three witnesses whom the worker wanted to examine were also 
examined . In other words the principles of natural justice were not in any 
way violated and the workman was given all opportunities to defend himself . 
It was in these circumstances that the Union conceded that the report of 
the enquiry may be accepted without the examination of the Enquiry Officer. 
The file relating to the enquiry apart from the report Ext. M1 was not produced 
and it is common case that the evidence referred to in detail by the Enquiry 
Officer in Ext. M1 may be accepted as the basis for scrutinising 
the correctness of the findings. The only objection to the enquiry is that 
the findings are perverse for the reason that there is no legal evidence to 
support it. It was further agreed by both sides that it is unnecessary in 
the circumstances of this case to pass a , preliminary order on the correctness 
or otherwise of the enquiry and that an award may be passed on the available 
material. 


6. The facts leading to the first charge mentioned above have been admitted 
hy the workman in his explanation . There he had stated in so many words 
that he committed an error in noting the number of shares held by the 
applicant in the loan application and the value of those shares and that it 
was the result of an inadvertant mistake. In the face of that admission the 
argument advanced before me by the learned counsel appearing on behalf 
of the Union that Shri Natesan , a Peon , could not normally be expected to 
have handled the loan application is not acceptable. Evidence was also let in 
by the Management through the Officers of the Society to the effect that it 
was the practice for Shri Natesan to verify the loan applications and offer 
remarks regarding the eligibility of the loan applied for. In the face of 
the admission in the explanation it is evident that the charge was adniitted. 
So the finding of the Enquiry Officer that there is negligence in the matter 
of giving incorrect information in the verification report cannot be termed 
as perverse in any way . That finding is correct and is only to be confirmed. 

7. It is in evidence that Shri Mohanan , one of the Directors has preferred 
a complaint before the Director Board against Shri Natesan on 18-11-1976. 
That related to some irregularities said to have been committed by Shri 
Natesan in the discharge of his official duties. According to Shri Mohanan , 
who was examined as witness No. 4 at the enquiry , Shri Natesan on 22-11-1976 
at about 7 p . m . at Palluruthy assaulted him and uttered obscene words. What 
is stated by this witness is that Shri Natesan started the trouble by 
referring to the complaint said to have been earlier filed against him . 
Witness Nos . 2 and 3 at the enquiry were examined to . corroborate Shri 
Mohanan on the actual incident. But those witnesses do not give any in the 
cation as to how the trouble started . They only say that there was a 
quarrel between the two and that the second witness interfered and separated 
them . That there was an incident involving the two people at the time and 


+ 
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place alleged by the Management is admitted by the Union also . Shri Natesan 
in his explanation had stated that the incident did occur though according 
to him it started in a different manner. His case is that Shri Mohanan was 
the aggressor. The second witness examined on the side of the defence dia 
not support that version . He only says that he reached the scene of occurrence 
towards the fag end of the incident and then he had occasion to see Natesan 
being separated from Mohanan by the second witness for the Management. 
Shri Natesan did not give evidence as a witness. So the position is that there 
was an inc dent invoiving Natesan and Mohanan at about 7 p m . on 22-11-1976 
at Palluruthy. There is only the interested evidence of Shri Mohanan 
regarding the manner in which the incident stanted . It is the admitted fact 
that Shri Mohanan had preferred a complaint against Shri Natesan inmediately 
before the incident. So Shri Natesan had a motive to pick a quarrel. The 
evidence of eye witness is that Shri Natesan was removed by force by the 
second witness for the Management to avoid further unpleasant developments. 
In such circunstances the testimony of Shri Mohanan that Shri Natesan was 
the aggressor can easily be acceptech: When that is the finding that 
Shri Natesan assaulted Shri Mohanan and abused him is also proper . 

8. The fact that incorrect particulars were furnished in a verification 
report in a loan application certainly amounts to 2 n.isconduct as the Society 
admittedly acted upon those incorrect data and granted a loan which otherwise 
could not have been granted . So that amounts to a misconduct touching the 
official duty of Shri Natesan . The Union has an argument that the incident 
on the 22nd of November, 1976 cannot be treated as a misconduct touching 
the employment of Shri Natesan as it was an incident involving a private 
Heud unconnected with the employment of Shri Natesan, But the evidence 
is that Shri Natesan started the quarrel questioning Mohanan s attitude in 
having preferred a complaint before the Bank . Shri Mohanan is a Director 
Board member of the Bank that employs Shri Natesan. Viewed in that back 
ground the incident has a direct bearing with the employment of Shri Natesan 
and the behaviour amounts to a misconduct concerning the employment. So 
Shri Natesan was guilty of the above two misconducts. 

9. Now the question remains as to whether the punishment awarded is 
cisproportionate to the proved misconduct. Two years bar of increment without 
cumulative effect cannot be criticised as anything severe for the proved mis 
conduct. It appears to me that the Management had been very fair in adopting 
a lenient attitude by limiting the punishment to the minimum possible . So I 
find no reason to intereſere with that punishment. 

10. . In the result an award is passed confirming the bar of increment imposed 
as a punishment against Shri K. N. Natesan . 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
Ernakulam , 
30-7-1980 . 

Presiding Officer. 


APPENDIX 
Exhibit mcrked ( : the Management s side : 

Ext. M1. Copy of enquiry report. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1709/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th December 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner, The Saint Jos Casting Industries, 
Palaivattom P.O., Ernakulam and their workmen represented by the 
General Secretary , Metal and Enginecring Workers Union , T.U.House , 
Cannonshed Road , Cochin - 11 received by Government on 11-12-1980 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 8th day of December, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. so ., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

Ja 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 207/79 
(Old No. 1.D. 126/77 ) 

Be!ween 
The Managing Partner , The Saint Jos Casting Industries, 
Palarivattom P.O., Ernakulam 

And 
The workmen of the abov : establishment represented by the 
General Secretary , Metaland Engineering Workers Union , 

T.U. House, Cannonshed Road , Cochin -11 
Representations : 
Shri Joseph Franklin , 

For Management 
Advocate , Ernakulam 
Shri K. Damodara Kurup, Advocate , 

For Union 
M /s Associated Law Chamber, 

Ernakulam 
G. A. 851/ B 


2 


AWARD 


Dismissal of Shri M.K. Bhaskaran by his employer is the issue referred 
for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 1485 /77/LBR 
dated 26-11-1977 . 

2. The dismissal was after a domestic enquiry . I found in my order 
dated 4-9-1980 that the findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse and 
therefore the e quiry is not valid . The Management opted to adduce 
evidence afresh before this Court when the above order was passed . So the 
case was posted for that purpose when the partieshave filed a joint statement 
to the effect that the matter had since been settled between them bypayment 
of a sum of Rs. 5,000 as compensation to the affected workman . It is also 
consented that it is unnecessary to proceed with the adjudication . 

3. In view of the above : ettlement between the parties I find that there 
is no subsisting industrial dispute to be adjudicated upon . In the result an 
award is passed holding that there is no subsisting industrial dispute . 


Ernakulam , 
8-12-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 152780 LBR . 


Dated , Trivandrum , 30th October, 1980. 


The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute between 
the Superintendent, Upper Surianally Estate, Munnar Post and their workmen 
represented by the President, Devticolam Estate Workers Union (AITUC) , 
Munnar recetved by Government on 28-10-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XI of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary to Government . 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 


Dated this the 10th day of October, 1980 


Present 


SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 


In 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 268 OF 1979 


Between 


THE SUPERINTENDENT 


Upper Surianally Estate, Munnar Post 


And 


THE WORKMEN 


of the above Estate represented by the President, Devicolam Estate 

Workers Union (AITUC ), Munnar. 
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Representations : 


Shri K. V. R. Shenoi , 
Advocate, 
Ms. Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 


For Management, 


Shri K. Damodara Kurup , 
Advocate, 
Ms. Associated Law Chamber, 
Cochin - 11. 


For Union . 


AWARD 


The issues referred by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 602|79 |L & H 
dated 23-4-1979 are the following : 


“ (i) Dismissal of Swamikannu 1896 , Jaganathan 1091, Palanisamy 1212, 

Shanmughiah , Factory Watcher, Muthuletchmy 2244. 
( ii) Discharge of Muthamma and Pushpam . 
( ii) Eligibility of wages for days worked in July 1974 and 
( iv ) Eligibility cf workers for free supply of firewood" . 


2. The above issues clubbed together in this reference have nothing in 
common except the fact that they relate to the same establishment and its 
workmen . The various dismissals are on the basis of independent alleged 
misconducts that had occurred in different contexts on different dates . There 
were separate domestic enquiries in connection with the disciplinary proceedings 
against individual workman . Some of the issues are not pressed by the 
Union . Regarding the dismissals the Union has stated that there were no 
proper domestic enquiries. The Management on the other hand in its written 
statement gives the details of each dismissal and the domestic enquiry wherein 
the workmen were alleged to have been held guilty of misconducts . As a 
preliminary step the case was posted for the evidence regarding the validity 
of the domestic enquiries. Then it was conceded before me by the learned 
counsel appearing on behalf of the Union that he is not attacking the form 
and procedure of the domestic enquiries and that it is conceded that the 
domestic enquiries were held in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice giving all opportunities to the workmen to defend themselves. In 
view of this concession it was agreed by both sides that the file relating to 
the various enquiries may be marked . They were accordingly marked in 
evidence. 


3. As agreed by both sides the correctness of the findings on the available 
evidence and the quantum of punishment, if any, to lc inflicted were considered 
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together on the basis of the admitted documents. 
to consider the individual cases one by one. 


Now I shall proceed 


4. i ( a ) . Dismissal of Swamikannu : The Union even in the claiin statement 
has admitted that the case relating to Shri Swamikannu was subsequently 
settled and therefore it is not pressed. So I hold that the issu : relating to 
Shri Swamikannu does not arise for the reason that it is settled already. 


5. i (b ) . Dismissal of Jaganathan : Ext. Mi is the enquiry file relating to 
Shri Jaganathan . The charge against him is that he on 22-8-1976 at 3.15 p.m. 
disobeyed the directions of his Superior Officer the Supervisor to attend to 
the work in the drier room of the factory and soon after abused and kicked 
that Supervisor in the factory itself. The Supervisor concerned is one 
Mr. Vijayan . He was examlined as the first witness in Ext. Mi enquiry. 
There he has given evidence in support of the charge. He was not cross 
examined by Shri Jaganathan . The evidence of the Supervisor Shri Vijayan 
is amply corroborated by Shri Suppiah , a co -worker of Shri Jaganathan . 
Shri Suppiah was also not cross- examined . Shri Jaganathan confessed his 
guilt towards the end of the enquiry before the Enquiry Officer and craved 
for mercy. Thus there is the unchallenged evidence of the witnesses and 
the admission of guilt. So the finding that Shri Jaganathan was gulty of 
the misconducts cannot in any way be attacked at this stage . Shri Jaganathan 
admittedly has to his credit a previous conviction of one day s suspension for 
abusing another Supervisor. The gravity of the offence has now to be 
considered in that background. 


6. Shri Jaganathan is seen to have disobeyed the lawful orders of his 
Superior to attend to a particular work . He abused and assaulted his 
Superior Officer during the working hours in the factory in the presence of 
other co -workers without any provocation wlatscever. Continued employ 
ment of such a worker, who is seen to have committed the misconduct of 
abusing another Supervisor on a previous occasion, would definitely be 
detrimental to the discipline that is to be maintained in such establisi.ments. 
He cannot therefore be reinstated. However the extreme penalty of dismissal 
is too harsh to be sustained . A discharge instead of dismissal will meet the 
ends of justice. So I am converting the punishment of dismissal into one 
of discharge. Shri Jaganathan will be paid his des as though he was 
discharged on the date from which his dismissal was intended to take place, 


7. i ( c ). Dissmissal of Palanisamy: Ext. M2 is the enquiry file relating 
to Shri Palanisamy. He is an ordinary worker. The charge against him 
is that he on 18-8-1976 at about 4.05 p.m. obstructed the Supervis ? Shri 
Arunanayagam when the latter was on his way after duty near No. 2 division 
muster, snatched away the umbrella of the Supervisor and voluntarily caused 
hurt to him . Shri Arunanayagam is alleged to have sustained 3 severe 
wound on his left eyebrow at the hands of Palanisamy. The contention of 
the Union is that Shri Palanisamy is innocent of the charge . It is further 


+ 


alleged that the injured Arunanayagam had a different version in the prosecu 
tion in connection with the same incident. Yet another argument even though 
not contended as such in the claim statement, is that the quarrel has nothing 
to do with the employment and it is only a personal matter between the two 
persons involved for which the Management need not worry to take action . 
The Management in its written statement supports the action and argues 
that the incident happened when the Supervisor was returning home from 
his workspot through the Estate and the disciplinary action is warranted as 
per the Standing Orders . 


8. Shri Palanisamy admittedly had participated in the enquiry where the 
alleged victim was examined as the first witness. Shri Arunanayagam proved 
the complaint that he had filed before the Management and gave evidence in 
detail regarding the incident. What he states is that he was way laid near 
the Estate bazar by Shri Palanisamy who snached away his umbrella and 
inflicted several blows with it. Shri Palanisamy did not cross- examine Shri 
Arunanayagam on the details of the incident. He put one or two questions 
to the witness that are not relevant at all. Shri Arunanayagam s evidence 
is corroborated by another witness . That witness was also not cross-examined 
seriously . The workman did not give any evidence. Instead he stated before 
the Enquiry Officer that there was an incident at the relevant time involving 
himself and Supervisor Shri Arunanayagam . He denied having dealt any 
blow to Arunanayagam , but admitted that he pushed the latter. It was 
further admitted that Shri Arunanayagam sustained an injury. But that 
according to him was the result of a hit sustained by him when he has pushed 
down. In other words the involvement in the incident is admitted by Shri 
Palanisamy. The evidence of the witnesses is that there was a deliberate 
assault. So the finding of guilt regarding the assault is correct on facts . 


9. Now we have to consider the argument of the learned counsel for the 
Union that the incident cannot be treated as a basis for disciplinary action . 
The argument is that there was only a private quarrel having nothing to do 
with the employment. The incident admittedly took place within the premises 
of the Estate. The charge is riotous or disorderly behaviour on the premises 
of the Estate or any act subversive to discipline as per clause (h ) of Section 
22 of the Standing Orders applicable to this establishment. The evidence 
is that the incident happened in the Estate near the muster ground and the 
Estate bazar. The victim was on his way back from his workspot. In 
such circumstances the argument that the incident has nothing to do with 
the employment and the Standing Orders is not acceptable . The misconduct 
is punishable under the Standing Orders referred above. 


10. Ext. M2 shows that Shri Palanisamy has to his credit a previous 
conviction of suspension for three days for threatening a Watcher. When 
the prior incident involved only a threatening the present one involved an 
injury as well. It was a Superior Officer who was assaulted. In such 
circumstances it is not desirable by any standards to continue to employ 
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him . So the Management cannot be directed to reinstate Shri Palanisamy. 
But the extreme penalty cannot also be justified. A discharge will be a 
sufficient punishment for the proved misconduct. I am converting the punish 
ment into one of discharge. The Management is directed to pay Shri 
Palanisamy his dues as though he was discharged on the date on which the 
dismissal was intended to take effects 


11. i ( d ) . Dismissal of Shanmughiah : This dismissal is also challenged 
by the Union in the claim statement. The Management in its written state 
ment defends its action . But it was submitted by both sides that his case 
had since been settled . Ext. M4 is the settlement produced . It is seen from 
Ext. M4 that Shri Shanmughiah had voluntarily retired on receiving all his 
dues. So the dispute relating to his dismissal is no longer available for 
adjudication . 


12. i ( e ) . Dismissal of Muthuletchmy : The charge against Smt. 
Muthuletchmy is theft of certain wooden planks. The defence is one of denial 
of theft. But it is admitted that she had in her possession some planks 
which originally belonged to the Estate, An old factory of the Estate 
admittedly was dismantled and the wooden planks, according to the Manage 
ment, were stored in the group store premises. 


13. Ext. M3 is the file relating to the enquiry against Smt. Muthuletchmy. 
There is the evidence of witnesses that wooden planks that originally belonged 
to the Estate were seen used for making a partition in the line room occupied 
by Smt. Muthuletchmy. Her contention was that she had purchased it from 
somebody else. There is no dispute that the wooden planks belonged to 
the estate originally . The plea that she is a bonafide purchaser is not esta 
blished The burden is on her to show that it is a genuine case. There is 
no direct evidence regarding the theft. However she is seen to have been 
possessing the stolen property. The normal presumption is that she is 
either the thief or the receiver of the stolen property knowing that it is the 
subjectmatter of theft. Dishonesty can in the circumstances be interred. That 
is a misconduct as per the standing Orders. (Clause 22 ( c ) ] . 

14 . Can the dismissal be supported in the proved circumstances is the 
next aspect deserving consideration . My answer is in the negative. The 
planks were not in any way suppressed with a view to conceal them . They 
are seen to have been used to effect a partition in the free quarters allotted 
by the Management. In such circumstances the employee can be reinstated 
without the benefit of arrears in back 

wages. It is made clear that 
Smt. Muthuletchmy will not be entitled to remove and appropriate the planks 
utilised for the partition. The Management of course is at liberty to remove 
them if it is felt that they are objectionable structures. 


15. ii ( a ) . Discharge of Muthamma : This issue had since been settled 
between the parties amicably out of court as is reported by both sides. So 
I am not passing any award on this aspect. 

GA . 798 /MC 
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16. ii( b ) . Discharged of Pushpam : It was agreed by both sides that the 
claim for reinstatement of Smt. Pushpam is not pressed . The only claim is 
for payment of her benefits for the services already rendered . So Smt. 
Pushpam is not entitled to reinstatement. The Management will pay her 
benefits as though she had voluntarily retired on 15-9-1975 from which date 
she admittedly is not working. There is no evidence regarding her service 
particulars. The records available with the Management will be accepted 
as admitted before me to consider the elig ibility and the quantum of gratuity. 


17. iii. Eligibility of wages for days worked in July 1974 : The claim is 
that about 332 workers of Factory Division in the Estate who worked as 
pluckers from 17-7-1974 Ito 25-7-1974 were not paid their wages. A direction 
for payment of the same is what is sought for. The contention of the 
Management is that the pluckers in the particular Division during the interval 
refused to weigh the green leaf plucked by them and therefore the Manage 
ment is not liable to pay them the wages. It is admitted that before and 
after this period the workers used to weigh the leaf plucked by them . There 
is no evidence as to what exactly happened during the disputed period . In 
the absence of evidence it is not possible to blame one side or the other for 
the refusal to pay the wages. 

It is also noticed that the number of workmen 
involved is more than 100 and the issue relates to wages which is within 
the exclusive jurisdiction of the Industrial Tribunal as per Section 10 read 
with Schedule III of the Industrial Disputes Act. But the parties have no 
dispute regarding the jurisdiction of this count and they submitted to its 
jurisdiction . In the absence of evidence it is not possible to give any relief 
to the workmen on this aspect. 


18. Issue No. dv . Eligigility of workers for free supply of firewobd . 

This issue is not pressed by the Union . It was given up even in the 
claim statement. So it is unnecessary to answer this issue. 


19. In the result an award is passed in terms indicated against the respective 
issues above. 


20. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty day 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


from 


Ernakulam , 
10-10-1980 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


APPENDIX 


Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. M1. The enquiry file relating to Shri Jaganathan . 

M2. The enquiry file relating to Shri Palanisamy. 
M3. The enquiry file relating to Smt. Muthuletchmy. 
M4. A settlement dated 20-5-1980 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1634/80 / LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 8th D :cenber 1939 . 

The award o`the Labo ir Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between M /s. Haji T. Kunju , Ashroif Trades, M. L. Road , Kottayam and 
their workinan viz . Sri K. N. Krishna Pillai, Nalamkal House, Kiliroor, 
Kanjiram P. O., Kottayam received by Government on 5-12-1980 is 
hereby published under section 11 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court , Ernakulam 
Dated this the 29th day of November, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. sc ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 10 of 1980 

(Old No. I. D. 32 of 1979 ) 

Between : 


M /s Haji T. Kunju , Ashroff Trades , M. L. Road , Kottayam 

And 


The worker viz . Sri K. N. Krishna Pillai, Nalamkal House , 

Kilimor, Kanjiram P.O., Kottayam 
Representations: 

Shri Zachariah Koshy , 
Advocate , Kottayam . 

For Vanager! 
Shri Lazar Vadakken , 
Advocate , Kotta : am . 

: Fo: 11cm... 
G.A. 8381 . 
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AWARD 


Denial of employment to Shri K.N. Krishna Pillai and the wages 
for the period of unemployment are the issues referred for adjudication by 
Government as per G.O.(Rt. ) No.1058 /79/ L & H dated 26-7-1979 . The 
reference was to the Labour Court, Quilon . Subsequently it was trans 
ferred to this Court by Government as per G.O.(Rt. ).No. 1803/79/LBR 
dated 19-12-1979 as the establishment is within the territorial jurisdiction 
of this Court. 

2. The workman has filed his claim statement alleging . that he was 
denied work as the Accountant of the Management involved with effect 
from 29-11-76 . His case is that he was a full- time Accountant drawing 
a monthly salary of Rs. 200 and that he is entitled to reinstatementwith 
arrears in wages. 

3. The Management has answered the claim in its written statement 
by contending that Shri Krishna Pillai was only a part- time employee . 
There was no denial of employment as such . The establishment had to be 
closed in 1966 on account of severe financial difficulties. Shri Krishna Pillai 
who was employed in other concerns also was not in any way affected by 
the closure of this Management s establishment. There is therefore no 
question of reinstatement or payment of arrears in wages. 

4. Shri Krishna Pillai in his rejoinder refuted the contentions and 
reaffirms the allegations in his claim statement. 

5. A joint statement was filed by the parties when the case was coming 
up for cvidence on the above pleadings stating that the matter had since been 
amicably settled between them . I accept that joint statement and hold 
that there is no subsisting industrial dispute to be adjudicated upon . An 
award is passed accordingly . 
(Camp) Munnar , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
29-11-1980 . 

Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O : (Rt.) No 1696 /80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 11th December 1930 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Sri P.H. Aboobaker , Proprietor , Whiteway Transport, 
Punnayurkulam , Trichur District and their workmen represented by the 
Secretary, District Motor Transport Employees Union , Ponnani,Malappuram 
District received by Government on 11-12-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 

P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 4th day of December, 1980 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B , L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 15 of 1980 

Between 
Shri P.H. Aboobaker, Proprietor , Whiteway ! Iransport, 
Punnayurkulam , Trichur District 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the Secretary, 
District Motor Transport Employees Union , Ponnani, 

Malappuram District 
Representation : 

Shri P. Balakrishnan , 
Advocate , 

For l {anagement 
Trichur - 3 , 
G.A.839/B . 
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AWARD 


Alleged denial of employment to Shri M. V. Narayanan is the issue 
referred for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 226/80/LBR 
dated 25-2-1980 . 

2. The charter of demands raised by the Union and forwarded along 
with the reference complains that Shri Narayanan , a permanent employee, 
was denied work with effect from 4-2-1979 with a view to victimise him for 
the sole reason that he had acquired membership in the Union . Rein 
statement with benefits is what is claimed . 

3 . The Secretary of the Union appeared in person and the Management 
made his appearance through Advocate. Thereafter the case was adjourned 
from time to time on the request of the Management for filing the written 
statement in defence. But no written statement was filed in spite of a large 
number of adjournments granted for that purpose . Finally it was reported 
by the learned counsel appearing on behalf of the Management that he has 
no instruction from the client . The Management was also absent and there 
fore it was set ex -parte and the worker examined . 

4. This is a case where the Management did not aavance any detence. 
In other words the claim stands unchallenged . There is also the testimony 
of the affected workman to the effect that he was a permanent employee 
when work was denied . So it can easily be said that there was an 
unjustifiable denial of employment to Shri Narayanan . 

5 . What remains to be considered is the relief that is to be given . 
Normally the worker is entitled to reinstaternent with arrears in wages and 
other benefits . But it was conceded before me by the Secretary of the 
Union that reinstatement is not pressed in view of subsequent developments . 
It is said that the Management had two buses in operation when the work 

denied and that subsequently one of them was alienated and 
there is only one bus now in operation . Ir 13 stated by the Secretary of the 
Union that there would be practical difficulty for the Management to re 
employ Shri Narayanan even if an award to that effect is passed and there 
fore the Union is not pressing the claim for reinstatement . Adequate 
compensation in lieu of reinstatement alone is now requested . 

6 . Shri Narayanan as WW1has stated that he joined the services of this 
Management only on the 14th of February 1978. He was denied 
employment on 4-2-1979 . He has stated that he had continuous work on all 
days during toe interval. His monthly salary, according to his testimony , 


was 
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was Rs. 338 . He is entitled to back wages at that rate from 4-2-1979 till 
this date which on calculation comes to Rs. 7,436 . Considering the length 
of service a round sum of Rs. 1,000 will be sufficient compensation in lieu of 
reinstatement . 

7. In the result an award is passed directing the Management to pay 
Rs. 7,436 as back wages and Rs. 1,000 as compensation to the workman 
Shri M.V. Narayanan . No costs as no untenable contentions were raised . 

8. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


(Camp) Trichur , 4-12-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1689/80 / LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 9th December 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of M /s. Sha Khimji Gholabhai, Coir & Commis 
sion Agencies, Bazaar Road , P. B.N. 264, Mattancherry, Cochin - 2 and 
their workmen (1) Sri P. P Ravindran , l areppilly House, Iharebhagam , 
Cochin -6 ; (2 ) Sri C. N. Sidharthan , Chirappurathu House, Kumbalangi, 
Cochin 7 and ( 3) Sri K. N. Dinesan , Kattappilly House , Tharebhagam , 
Cochin -6 received by Government on 6-12-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

i y order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary 
in the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 2nd day of December, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC., B L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 52 of 1980 

Between 
M /s. Sha Khimji Gholabhai, Coir & Commission Agencies, Bazaar 
Road , P. B. No. 264, Mattancherry , Cochin - 2 

And 
The workmen of the above concern ( 1) SriP. P. Ravindran , Parep 
pilly House, Tharebhagam , Cochin -6 ; ( 2) Sri C.N. Sidharthan , 
Chirappurathu House , Kumbalangi, Cochin - 7 and (3 ) Sri 
K. N.Dinesan , Kattappilly House, Tharebhagam , 

Cochin - 6 
Representations: 

Shri V. A. Anilkumar Parekh , 
Advocate , 

For Management 
Cochin -682002 . 
M /s . K.M. Stalin and 
A. K. A Vahid , 

For IV orkmen 
Advocates, Cochin -682011. 
G.A. 850 /B 
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AWARD 


Denial of employment to three workers is the issue referred for adjudi 
cation by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 689/30 /LBR dated 20-5-1980 . 
There is no Union supporting the cause of the workmen . Thc workmen 
entered appearance through Advocates in response to the notice issued from 
this Court. The Management a s entered its appearance through an 
Advocate. The case was posted for the written statement in defence of the 
Management as the charter of demands had already been forwarded along 
with the reference. The case came up for written statement to 24-11-1980 . 
Both sides were absent on that day . However I adjourned the case to today 
for the same purpose. 

But the parties and their Advocates were absent 
today also . So I declared the Management and the workmen ex -parte. 

2. There is no material on the basis of which the merits of the demand 
for reinstatementmade by the workmen can be assessed . The conduct of 
the parties shows that they are no more interested in these proceedings. 
The only reasonable inference that could be drawn is that there is no 
subsisting industrial dispute between the parties. Hence I pass an award 
holding that there is no subsisting industrial dispute to be adjudicated upon. 


Ernakulam , 
2-12-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 6 /81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 1st January 1981 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Sri Georg : Mohın , Partner , M /3.B . Manick Peter , Jew Town , 
Cochin - 2 and their workmen represented by Shri K.K.M. Ashraff , 
Secretary, Swathanthra Thozhilali Union , Kappalandimukku , Cochin - 2 
received by Government on 29-12-198 ) is hereby published under section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act,1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 22nd day of December , 1930 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 68 of 1980 

Between 
Shri George Mohan, Partner, M /s B. Manick Peter , Jew Town , 
Cochin - 2 . 

And 
The workmen of the above concern Shri K.K.M. Ashraff , Secretary 
Swathanthra Thozhilali Union , Kappalandiniukku , Cochin - 2 . 
Representations : 
Shri K.I. Joseph , 
Advocate, Cochin - 18 . 

For Management . 
M /s . Thomas Michael, M.V. 
Viswanathan & Joseph Franklin , 
Advocates, Cochin -5 . 

For Union . 


AWARD 
Alleged denial of employment to twelve workmen by their employer is 
the issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (R.) No. 
793/80/LBR dated 3-6-1930. 

G.4 . 3 / V . 
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2. The Management and the Union appeared in response to the 
notices issued to them through Advocates and the case was being posted for 
the written statement of the Management in answer to the charter of 
demands forwarded along with the reference . Today when the case 
taken up the parties and their Advocates were absent. Therefore I declared 
them ex parte and the case taken up for award . 

3. In the charter of demands it is alleged that the workers were 
denied work . Of course the Management did not file its written statement 
in answer to this demand . But there is no evidence in support of the 
alleged denial of employment. The conduct of the parties in choosing to 
remain absent is a sufficient circumstance to infer that they are not any more 
interested in prosecuting this case . The only infere:ace that could be drawn 
from these circumstances is that there is no subsisting industrial dispute to 
be adjudicate upon . In the result an award is passed holding that there 
is no subsisting industrial dispute to be adjudicated upon . 
Ernakulam , 
22-12-1980 . 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1661/80 /LBR . Dated , Tribundrum , 2nd December 1930 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner , Malabar Fisheries Company, P.O. 
Chaliyam , Kozhikode District ( 2 ) Shri C. B. Sri Ramalu , Malabar Fisheries 
Company, P. O. Chaliyam , Kozhikode District ( 3) Shri C. B. Chinna 
Krishna , Malabar Fisheries Company , P. O. Chaliyam , Kozhikode District 
and (4 ) Smt. C. B.Maha Lakshmi, Malabar Fisheries Company, P. O. 
Chaliyam and their workmen represented by Shri C. Arumugham , 
Cheracherry, near Edachira P. O. Kadalundi, Kozhikode District received 
by Government on 29-11-1980 is hereby publisised under section 17 of the 
Industria ! Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor. 

P.GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 31st day of October 1980 

Present : 
SHR : T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A., B. L. , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 65/77 

Between : 
The Managing Partner, Malabar Fisheries Company, P. O. 
Chaliyam , Kozhikode District (2) Shri C. B. Sri Ramalu 

(3 ) Shri C. B. Chinna Krishna 
( 4 ) Sms. C. B. Maha Lakshmi 

dai 
sliri C. Arumugham , Cheracherry , near Edachira , 

P. O. Kadalundi, Kozhikode District 
Representations: -- 
Shri Joseph Jacob , 

For the Management 
Advocate, Calicut. 
Shri K.P. Damodaran Nambiar , 

For the l orkman 
Advocate , Calicut 
GA. 836 : . 


) 
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AWARD 


1 . This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
re-employment of Shri C. Arumugham , Worker, was referred to this court 
for adjudication as per G. O. Rt. No. 1072 /77 /LBR dated 13-9-1977 . The 
case was taken on file and notices issued to both parties. They entered 
appearance and filed statements, 

2. In the statement filed by the workman , he contends that the Malabar 
Fisheries Company, Chaliyam is among other things engaged in manu 
facturing steel tumblers plates and other steel articles. He was cmployed 
in the establishment from 1956 onwards at first in the workshop and later 
in the packing section of the store. On 1-4-1963 the management closed 
down the factory. At that time he was getting a daily wages of Rs. 2.37 . 
The dispute arising out of the closure was settled . As per the settlement 
themanagement agreed to give all benefits to the workers. Besides the 
management agreed that preference for employment will be given to the 
workers who were on the rolls of the company at the time of closure over 
other workers according to seniority as and when the factory or one of its 
department re-opens. The workshop and packing section of the company 
re-opened in 1964. The workman offered for re-employment being the 
senior most worker in the packing section . The management refused to 
give employment to him . The management recruited new hands in the 
packing section and to some extent in the workshop . He requested the 
management to give employment from time to time and they refused 
to do so . Conciliation proceedings regarding the same did not succeed . 
At the time of the last wage settlement between the management and 
workers unions, the management agreed to give employment to the 
workman . Still they did not fulfill that agreement. The agreement dated 
19-4-1963 is still in force and binding on the management. Their consistant 
refusal to provide employment to the worker is illegal, improper and 
malafide. The management could have easily provided work to him . The 
management is bound to re- employ him . He was not employed for 
the last 14 years. Hence he prays for a direction to re -employ him with 
continuity of service and back -wages. 

3. The management filed a written statement contending that Malabar 
Fisheries Company belonged to a partnership firm prior to 1-4-1963. It 
wasmanufacturing empty tins, drums, stainless steel utensils and was also 
doing canning of fish . The factory was closed from 1-4-1963 and all the 
workers were retrenched . The issue regarding the closure was disputed 
which was settled as per the settlement dated 19-5-1963 . In the settlement 
provision wasmade that the management agrees to give preference for 
employment to the workers on the rolls of the company according the 
requirement if the factory was re-opened . The above said settlement made 
in 1963 is not a conciliation settlement. Further the firm Malabar 
Fisheries Company was dissolved and the factory is being run now as a 
proprietory concern and as such the presentmanagement is not a party to 
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the memorandum of settlement dated 19-5-1963. Hence the settlement is 
not binding on the present management. The worker had never worked 
under the present management and there was no employer and employce 
relationship between them at any time. After the closure of the factory in 
1963 the work in the stainless steel section was resumed as a new proprietory 
concern in 1968. Only less than 20 workmen who had worked previously 
in the factory were employed according to the requirement. The token 
number of the workman prior to the closure in 1963 was 73 and he could 
not have got employment based on seniority . The workman did not also 
turn up for work or claim re -employment when the factory was re-opened 
in 1968. He claimed employment only in 1972. The allegation that the 
company had re-opened in 1964 and that the workman offered himself for 
employment and he was the seniormost worker and the management refused 
to give employment to him are not true or correct . After the restarting of 
the factory the present management closed the factory again in 1969 for 
want of raw -materials. It was re -opened in 1971 employing only 
a few workmen . The factory was again closed in January , 1974 retrench 
ing all the workers therein . With regard to the reopening of the factory 
and re - employment of the workers there are two memorandum of se tlement 
entered into between the present management and the union representing 
the workmen on 9-4-1975 and 8-8-1975. In the settlement dated 3-3-1975 it 
was specifically provided that the management will give re-employment 
to the workmen who have been retrenched in 1974 according to the re 
quirement. The factory started functioning again in 1976 on receipt of the 
required quantity of stainless steel. The workmın not being one who has 
been employed in the factory at the time of closure in 1974 was not entitled 
to claim preference in the matter of employment under the management. 
Considering the demand raised by the workman through his union , the 
management agreed to give first preference to him for re -employment when 
fresh workers are recruited at the factory as per the settlement dated 
19-5-1977 . After the settlement, no fresh recruitment has been made and 
no fresh worker has been employed . Hence the workman has no cause of 
action . The claim has been made without any reasonable cause and only 
to harass themanagement. He is not entitled to claim any relief. 

4. The management No. 2 to 4 were impleaded after the death of the 
proprietor of the management. They filed a written statement adopting the 
written statement filed by the deceased . 

5. The workman in his rejoinder contends that the 1963 settlementwas 
entered into between the representatives of the workman and Mr. Babu 
Naidu who is even now in the management of the company. The alleged 
dissolution of the firm and its subsequent conversion into a proprietory con 
cern , even if true, will not absolve the management fro n its responsibility 
tu fullll the terms and conditions of the settlement . The establisliment is 
even now run by the same management who was a party to the settlement. 
The work in the factory was resumed in 1961 and not in 1963. When work 
was resumed 63 workers were recruited . A few of them were new recruits 
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and the rest of them were former workers, In giving employment to former 
workers the management did not observe the principle of seniority in the 
particular section or over all seniority. As such he was denied employment 
when the factory resumed work in 1964 The contention of the manage 
ment that only 20 workers could be provided with work is incorrect. The 
token number has no reference to seniority . The token system was introduc 
ed only in 1958 and the relative seni rity was never taken into account. 
It is incorrect to say that he did not turn up for work when the factory was 
re- opened . The factory was not closed again in 1969. It is true that 
the factory was 

closed in 1974 . The settlement of 1975 
cannot and will not 

take away 

the right of the workman . The 
stipulation in the settlement dated 19-5-1977 was included on account of the 
persistant demand by the union . Even after the settlement, the manage 
ment made an attempt to employ new workers, but it was forced to give up 
this idea due to the stiff position from the workers. The management could 
easily provide work to the workman . The management is taking a stubburn 
attitude probably because of his active part in the agitation proceeding the 
1963 settlement. 

6. The issue that arises for consideration is whether the workman is 
entitled to get re-employment. 

7. Issue.-- The workman was an employee of the Malabar Fisheries 
Company, Chaliyam , engaged in manufacturing steel tumblers, plates and 
other steel articles among other things, in the packing section at the time 
of its closure on 1-4-1963. A settlement Ex . W1 was arrived at by the 
management and the union on 19-5-1963 as per which the management 
agreed to give preference for employment to the workers who were on the 
rolls of the company at the time of the closure over other workers according 
to their seniority . The case of the workman is that the factory was re 
opened in 1964 that he presented for work , but was refused employment 
by the management consistantly . He claims re - employment on the basis 
of the agreement evidenced by exhibit Wi. The contention of the manage 
ment is that exhibit W1 is no longer inforceable by te workman against 
the present management. The contention is that at the time of closure, 
the establishment was a partrershi concern and it re-opened as an 
individual proprietory concern of one C. K. Babu Naidu. That the 
establishment was a partnership concern can be seen from the description 
of the minag ment in exhibit W1 as “ managing partner." That later it 
was converıcd in to an individi al pr prietary concern of C K. Babu Naidu 
can also be s en frm the fact thar the child : en of the above said Babu 
Nai u were implcaced as partics to the refrence on his death . A settle 
ment entered into otherwise than in the course of a concilia ion proceedings 
shall be binding only on the parties to the agreement as per Sec . 18 (1) . 
The contention is that exhibit WI was not entered into during a conciliation 
proceedings and as such it is not binding on the present managementwhich 
is a proprietary concern . Exhibit W1 shows that it is in form HH 
prescribed under rule 59 ( 1) of the Industrial Disputes Rules, the form for 
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only in 


settlement arrived at otherwise than in the course of a conciliation proceed 
ings. Hence it is contended that theworkman cannot claim re -employment 
on the basis of exhibit W1. But exhibit W1was entered into by C. K. Babu 
Naidu representing the management described as Ex -Managing partner of 
the Malabar Fisheries Company, Chaliyam . The name of the present 
company is also the same. It is admitted that the manager of the present 
company was also the above said person till his death in 1978. In view of 
the above circumstances, it can very well be held that Babu Naidu who is 
a party to exhibit W1 is bound by the terms of exhibit WI and as such to 
provide employment to the workman as per its terms. 

8. The contention of the workman is that the company was re -opened 
in 1964 and that he presented himself for work but was refused employment, 
whereas the contention of the management is that the company was 
re- opened only in 1968 and less than 20 workmen alone were employed at 
that time The management also denies that the workman presented 
himself for work at the time of its re-opening in 1968 but claimed employment 

1972. The management has a further case that the factory was 
again closed in 1969 and re-opened in 1971, again closed in January , 1974 
and re- starte ! in 1976. Exhibit M3 is a settlement entered into by the 
workers and the management on 19-5-1977 . Clause 4 of the same states 
that regarding worker Shri C. Arumughan (the work r in this) the 
managenient agrees to give first preference for his re -employment when fresh 
workers are recruited in the factory. The contention of themanagement 
as stated earlier is that when the factory was reopened in 1968 , the workman 
did not offer hims If for employ.rent that only about 20 workers were 
employed at the time of its re -opening in 1968 wliereas the token number 
of the workman was 73 and as such he could not have been employed . 
The further case is that even on the basis o ! exhibitM3, the workman 
could not be employed as no fresh recruits had been employed after the 
date of that agreement. 

On the above contention , the management denies 
its liability to re- employ the workman in this. 

9. There is no definite evidence to show that the management re-started 
the establishment in 1964 which is the case of the workman in this . The 
case of the workman that he had presented himself for work when the factory 
is alleged to have been reopened in 1964 is not established by any docu 
mentary evidencc . 

The documentary evidence ie ., exhibit 12 to Exhibit 
W 11 shows that the workman claimed employment only in 1972 , which 
in a way supports the case of the nanagement that the factory was not 
started in 1964. Even when it is alleed to have been started in 1968, there 
is no evidence to show that the workman had presented himself for work 
and was refused employment. If employment was reluscd either in 1964 
or 1968, there is no reason why the workman did not make a representation 
regarding the same in writing to the concerned authority aniwaited till 
1972 for doing so . The case of the management is that even according to 
the terms of exhibit wi, the management is bound to employ a former 
workman only according to the seniority as and when the factory or onc 
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of its departments re-opened and according to the requirements. The case 
of the management is that at the time of the re-starting only 20 workers 
were employed . The evidence of WWI and WW2 show that even persons 
who were juniors to WWI and fresh hands were employed by the manage 
ment at the time when the factory was re -opened . The workman did not 
take any steps to summon the management to produce the necessary 
documents to show the same. There is no reason why the workman did 
not do so to establish his case that fresh hands were employed after the 
factory was re -opened or that terms of exhibit W1 regarding the seniority 
in re-employment was violated by the management. That the token 
No. of the workman was 73 is admitted . The evidence of MW1 is that even 
now there were only 63 workers employed under the management. The 
contention of the management would appear to be that token number 
denotes the seniority which is disputed by the workman . According to 
him , the token system was introduced only in 1958 whereas he joined service 
in 1956 and the same was not based on seniority . WW2 was examined to 
show that his token No. is 79 and that he as employed in the establishment 
after its re-opening . The fact that WW2 was assigned token No. 79 was 
disputed by the management in his cross- examination . But the manage 
ment did not produce any document to show the token number assigned 
to WW2. But the evidence of WW2 himself showsthat he was employed 
in the polish section whereas the workman in this was employed in the 
packing section at the time of the closure. The evidence of WW2 regarding 
the token nimber itself is inconsistent and varying. Hewould say that 
he was given a token number for the first time in 1965 and not in 1963. 
Later he would say thai token No. 79 was assigned to him in 1963. He 
also does not know the persons who were assigned token numbers 72 , 74 
and 75 , As such the evidence of WW2 that he was assigned token No. 79 
appears to be doubtful. 

10 . I have already stated that the workman did not take any steps to 
get the relevant records to show that either his juniors were appointed or 
new recruits were employed after the establishment was re -opened . The 
case of the management is that no persons junior to or new hands were 
employed after the establishment was re -opened . In the absence of any 
evidence to show that the principle of the seniority was violated or that any 
new recruits were employed , the contention of the workman based on 
Exhibit Wi for re- employment cannot be held to be justifiable and maintai 
nable . It is also pertinent to note that no dispute was raised by the union 
till the date of Exhibit M3 regarding the einployment of the workman in 
this as per the terr. s of Exhibit W1 eventhough two settlements Exhibit MI 
and M2 were arrived at prior to Exhibit M3. The same also suggests that 
the management did not act contrary to the terms of Exhibit Wi. How 
ever , the management agreed to give preference in the employment to the 
workman as per the terms of Exhibit M3. The cvidence of WW1 and 
WW2 show that even after thc date of ExhibitM3 fresh hands were 
employed . No document was summoned by the workman from the 
management to show the same. None of the persons who aro alleged to 


have been employed after the date of Exhibit M3has been examined in this 
case. On the other hand, the definite case of the workman in his rejoinder is 
that because of the stiff opposition fro . th workers, the management was 
forced to give up the idea to employ new workers. In view of the same, 
the present contention that the management did employ nes workers after 
the date of ExhibitM3 also cannot be upheld as true and correct. 

IL. In view of what is stated earlier , the case of the workman that he is 
entitled to be employed under the management as per the terms of 
Exhibit WI cannot be held asmaintainable because there is no evidence to 
show that the worker had fulfiled the terms of that settlement or that the 
management has violated the terms thereof. Hence he cannot be held to 
be reinstated on the basis of Exhibit WI. The definite case of the manage 
ment is that no fresh hands had been cmployed after the date of Exhibit 13 
ignoring the terms in clause 4 thereof. Therefore , theworkman cannot be 
held to be entitled to base his claim on Exhibit M3 also . Under the 
circumstances, the workman in this cannot be held to be entitled to rc 
employment by the management. The management as per clause 4 of 
Exhibit M3 had agreed to give preference to the workman in this when 
employing new hands. The managementwill fulfil the terms in clause # of 
Exhibit M3. The issue is found accordingly . 

12. For the above reasons, I pass the award holding that the worker is 
not entitled to re -employment but direct the manag ?ment to give first 
preference to the workman in this for his re -employment when fresh workers 
are recruited in the factory . 

13. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised , and 
corrected by me on the 31st day of October , 1980 . 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the management: 
MWI. Sri Dayanandan , Manager , Malabar Fisheries Company , 

Chaliyam Post . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the worker: 

WWI. Sri C. Arumughan , Cheranchery P. O., Kadalundi. 
WW2. Sri T. Balan , slo Unnceri Kutty , P. O. Kadalundy. 
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Documents marked on the side of the management: 
Ex . MI. Memorandum of settlement dated 9-4-1975 

between the 
management ofMalabar Fisheries Company , Chaliyam and 

the Union representing the employees . 
Ex . M2. Memorandum of settlement dated 8-8-1975 do . do . 
Ex . M3. Memorandum of settlement dated 19-5-1977 do. do , 
Ex . M4 . Letter dated 28-6-1972 from the District Labour Officer, 

Kozhikode to the Manager, Malabar Fisheries Company, 

Chaliyam . 
Ex. M5. Copy of the letter dated 6-7-1972 from the Manager, 

Malabar Fisheries Company , Chaliyam to the District 
Labour Officer , Kozhikode. 


Documents marked on the side of the worker: 

Ex . Wi. Memorandum of settlement dated 19-5-1963. 
Ex . W2. Letter from the District Labour Officer dated 12-6-1972 . 
Ex . W3. 

do . 

dated 14-7-1972 . 
Ex . 64. 

do . 

dated 27-7-1972. 
Ex . 75 . 

do. 

dated 13-9-1972. 
Ex . W6 , 

do . 

dated 26-10-1972 . 
Ex. W7. Letter from the Deputy Labour Commissioner dated 6-7-1974 . 
Ex . W8. do . 

do . dated 25-6-1976 . 
Ex . W9. Notice from the Deputy Labour Commissioner dated 

16-7-1976 . 
Ex . W10 . Letter from the Deputy Labour Commissioner dated 

27-8-1976 . 
Ex . W11. Letter from the Deputy Labour Commissioner dated 

23-12-1976 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF K.CRALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1697 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 11th December 1950 . 

The award of the Labour Court , Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between Shri C. Joseph , Etayadil House , Chembri P. O. Cannanore 
District and their workmen represented by the Gederal Secretary , Trikkur 
Block Estate Workers Union, ÎNTUC P O., Sreekandapuram received by 
Government on 10-12-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


in the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 24th day of November, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A. B. 1., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 52/78 

Between : 
Shri C. Joseph, Etayadil House , Chemberi P. O., Cannanore District. 

And 
The General Secretary , Irikkur Block Estate Workers Union , 

INTUC , P.O. Sreckandapuram . 
Representations : 
Shri T. Achuthan Nair , 
Advocate , Cannanore. 

For the landgentil. 
Dr. P. V. Balakrishnan , 

For theLen . 
Advocate, Cannanore . 
GA . 8401 , 
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AWARD 


reason . 


one 


1. This industrial dispute regarding the denial of employment to (1) 
Sri Kesavan , ( 2 ) Smt. Thankamma and ( 3 ) Sri Ravi was referred to this 
court for adjudication as per G. O. Rt. No. 767/78 /L & II dated 4-5-1978 . 
The case was taken to file and notices issued to both parties. They entered 
appearance and filed statements. 

2. In the statement filed by the workman , they contend that they 
joined duty under the management in 1975 as tappers. While so working 
the management denied employment to them from March , 1977 without any 

The denial of employment is illegal and , therefore , they claim re 
instatement with all benefits. 

3. Themanagement in its written statement contends that it has not 
employed any person to work in his rubber estate. The management was 
giving the right of tapping for the last 3 years on lease to outsiders as per 
Kachects and the said persons are conducting the tapping work . The 
management was laid up due to rheumatic complaint for the last 3 years. 
Moreover it had financial difficulty also . The estate wis leased out to 
Devasia on 28-5-1976 for one season ie ., upto 10-1-1977 and he was condu 
cting the tapping work . After that the said right was given to one Joseph 
Kappukkad upto 10-1-1978 . He was conducting the tapping work with their 
employees. So the question of appointing labourers and the denial of work 
etc., are false. 

4. The workmen filed a rejoinder contending that the conication that 
the estate was leased out to outsiders is a false statement to defeat the claims 
of the workmen . The relationship of workman -management had never 
ceased during the period 1975-78.. 

5 . On the above pleadings, the issue that arises for consideration is 
whether there is employer and employee relationship between the parties 
and if so whether the workmen are entitled to reinstatement. 

6. Issue: -- The contention of the workmen is that they joined as tap 
pers in the estate of the management in 1975 and that while so working they 
were denied employment in 1977 without any valid grounds. They claim 
reinstatement. The management denies the relationship of employer and 
employee . The contention is that the manage , ent was leasing out the 
estate to the lessee s due to the illness of the management and that he had 
never employed the workmen in this as employees under him at any time. 
It is further contended that it was the lessees who were getting the tappiog 
work through persons employed by them . 

7. The workmen relies on exhibit W1 stated to be a settlement entered 
on 27-5-1976 regarding theworkmen in this . In the body of exhibit Wl it 
is stated that A. C. Devasia who is a signatory to the same was the person 
authorised to represent Shri Joseph who is the management in this . The 
above said Devasia and Kottara hil Joseph stated to be the mediator and 
representative of the union signed exhibitii. The same shows that as per 
the settlement it was agreed that Kesavan , Thankamma and Ravi who are 


3 


the workmen in this were to be reinstated and they will be given all the 
benefits. That Exhibit Wi is signed by Devasia is admitted . The above 
said Devasia is none other than the brother of Shri C. Joseph who is the 
management in this . Exhibit W1was entered on 27-5-1976 . Exhibit Mi 
is the lease det d in favour of Devasia by his brother as per which the right 
to tap the rubber trees was leased out to him . The same was entered on 
28-5-1976 and the recital in the same goes to show that the lessee was put in 
possession of the property only on that date whereas exhibit W1 was entered 
on 27-5-1976 . Shri Devasia was not a lessee of the property on the date of 
exhibit WI. As stated earlier he is the brother of Joseph. There is no 
enmity alleged as between the brothers. It is admitted in the written 
statement of the management that the management was laid up since last 3 
years . The above circumstances taken together show that Devasia was repre 
senting his brother who is the management in this case . The absence of an 
authorisation letter by Joseph to Devasia in view of the above circumstances 
is of no avail to show that Devasia entered into exhibit W1 settlement without 
any authorisation The nstances indicate that Devasia could have 
entered into exhibit W1 settlement only as the representative t , Joseph, his 
bryther. Apart from that it is specifically alleged in the claim statement of 
the workmen that they joined the service of themanagement in 1975. The 
lease deeds produced in this case show ie ., exhibits Ml and M2 that the 
right to tap was leased out only from 28-5-1976. The specific allegation made 
in the claim statement was not denied in the written statement filed by the 
management. The same also indicates that the workmen in this were 
employed in 1975 , by the management and not by the lessees. In view of 
the above circumstances, the contention of the management that there was 
no employer and employee relationship between the workmen and employer 
cannot be upheld as correct . Exhibit W1 clearly shows that the workman 
in this were employed in the estate of the management even in 1975 . 
Therefore, I hold that the workmen in this are the employees of the 
management. Apart from the denial of relationship , there is no contention 
raised in the written statement of the management that the denial of 
employment was for any valid reasons. The case of the workmen is that the 
denial of employment was without any reason and as such it is illegal. 
Therefore it has to be held that the denial of employment is illegal. 
Hence the workmen are entitled to reinstatement. They are also entitled to 
backwages. The issue is found accordingly . 
8 . 

In view of my above finding, I pass the award holding that the 
workmen are entitled to reinstatementwith back -wages and other benefits. 

9. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised 
and corrected by me on the 24th day of November, 1980 . 


Kozhikode. 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

I residing Officer, 

Labour Court. 


Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 
MWI- Shri C. Joseph, Edayadil House , Chempari P. O., Cannanore 

District . 


Documents marked on the side of the Management : 

Ext. Mi- Patta Kacheet dated 23-4-1977 of the management. 
Ext . M2- Patta Kacheet executed in favour of the management by one 

Chandi Devassya . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Workmen : 

WWI- Shri N. J. Jobe , P. O. Chempanthotty , Sreekandapuram . 
Documents marked on the side of the Workmen : 

Ext. W1 - Copy of agreement dated 28-5-1976 . 
Ext. W2- Notice by the Union dated 6-2-1977. 
Ext. W3— Copy of letter by C. Joseph dated 18-4-1977 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1698 /30 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 11th December 1990 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner , Ganesh Electricals , Kalmandapam , 
Palghat and their workman Sri V. Kuttikrishnan , 7/418 , Thorapalayam , 
Palghat District received by Government on 10-12-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 


Dated this the 25th day of November, 1980 . 


Present: 
SHRI T.M , VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 12/80 

Between 
The Managing Partner, Ganesh Electricals, Kalmandapam , Palghat. 


And 


Shri V. Kuttikrishnan , 7/418 , Thorapalayam , Palghat District. 
Representations : 
Shri. Unnikrishnan , 

For the Managemer ! 
Advocate, Palghat. 
GA 8 + 1/ B 
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AWARD 


enter 


1. This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
justifiability of the dismissal of Shri V.Kuttikrishnan and the relief for 
which he is entitled to , was referred to this court for adjudication as per 
G. O. Rt. No. 236 /80 /LBR dated 28-2-1980 . The case was taken on file 
and notices issued to both parties. 

2. The management entered appearance. In spite of a registered 
notice issued to the workman and accepted by him , he did not 
appearance. Since the workman was found absent,he was declared exparte . 
The workman also did not adduce any evidence in support of the claim 
appears to have been preferred before the conciliation officer. Under the 
circumstances, it has to be held that there is no dispute existing between 
the parties requiring adjudication . 

I find so . An award is passed 
accordingly . 

3. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the official Gazette . 

Dictate to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corected by me on the 25th day of November, 1980 . 


1. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1722 /80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th December 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of the South India Rubber Works, Post Box 
No. 132, Alleppey and Shri K. V. James Kochickaran Veedu , Punnapra 
P. O. Alleppey, 1.6881004 received by Government on 16-12-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secrelary . 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


Thursday , the 11th day of December, Nineteen hundred and eighty) 


Present 
SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut . 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 12/79 

Between 
K , V. James, Kochickaran Vecdu , Punnapra P. O. 

Alleppey , 683 004 
(Complainant) 

And 
The South India Rubber Works, Post Box No. 132 , Alleppey . 

(Opposite party.) 
G.A. 852/ B . 
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AWARD 


This complainant was working under the Opposite party Management 
as a stenographer for 18 years and his service was terminated on 4-5-1979 . 
This is illegal and incorrect. The complaint is filed since there is violation 
of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

The Management filed their written objections and thereafter a number 
of adjournments were given and on 10-12-1980 the applicants counselmade 
the following endorsement on the application . 

“ Without prejudice to the right of the workman to raise an industrial 
dispute this application under Sec. 33 A of the I. D. Act is withdrawn as 
it is found notmaintainable ." 

Hence the complaint is dismissed . 


R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


Camp: Ernakulam . 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O.(Rt.) No. 1591/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 15th November 1980. 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Koovappady Block Artisans Co-operative Society 
Ltd., Perumbavoor and Sri N. P. Varkey, Nadukkudi Puthenpurayil 
House, Kadamattom P. O., Kolencherry received by Government on 
13-11-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Friday , the 31st day of October, Nineteen hundred and eighty) 

Present : 
SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B.A. , B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 96/74 

Between : 
The President, Koovappady Block Artisans Co -operative 

Society Ltd., Perumbavoor 

And 
Sri N. P. Varkey, Nadukkudi Puthenpurayil House , 
Kadamattom P. O., Kolencherry 

AWARD 
Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O. Rt. 960/74 LBR dated 
10-10-1974 referred an industrial dispute existing between the above parties 
regarding the following issues for adjudication . 

1. Non - employment of Sri N. P. Varkcy . 

2. His wages during the period of unemployment. 
2. An award was passed on 31-1-1976 . It was ordered that the 
management shall pay the worker compensation in licu of reinstatement 
and this was fixed at 4 months wages for the entirc service and one month s 
wages towards notice pay . 

GA. 8181J . 
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That he was 


3. Aggrieved worker filed O.P.No. 372176 -I challenging the validity 
of this order. The High Court by Order dated 2-11-1979 set aside the 
award and this Tribunal is now " to consider the two issues referred to it 
afresh in the light of thematerials already on record , and adverting to both 
the issues specifically and categorically." Now the case as stated by the 
worker in his statement and as spoken to by him is as follows : 

4 . He was employed as a foreman from 6-1-1969 on a monthly salary 
of Rs. 150 and on 31-7-1973 his service was terminated . 

They said that he 
was responsible for causing damage to certain tools. 

Though the worker 
denied this they did not conduct an enquiry . Now he is employed . 

5. According to themanagement of the society his appointment was 
not approved by the District Industries Officer, Ernakulam as is required 
under law . They conducted an enquiry and only then they terminated 
his service. The society no longer requires him and they do not have the 
capacity to employ a foreman . He is employed elsewhere and he is not 
entitled to any relief. On behalf of the worker he tendered evidence and 
the Secretary of the society spoke on behalf of the society . 

6 . Issue No. 1. - Relates to the non -employment. 
employed is an admitted fact. They terminated his service from 31-7-1973. 
They have not conducted an enquiry as per law . No charges have been 
attempted to be proved in this Tribunal also . 

The vague suggestion is 
there that he caused some damage to the tools and that is not substantiated . 
Then they have a case that they did not obtain the approval of the District 
Industries Officer for his appointment. The letters received are marked as 
Ext. M2 to M5. But the evidence of the Secretary of the society clearly 
show that he did not inform the worker that he was sent out as per the 
directions of the District Industries Officer. Even if there is a communica 
tion the duty was heavily on the society to prove that the approval was not 
obtained for valid reasons. They should have established that there is 
something illegal or unlawful in allowing him to continue in the post 
without the approval of the District Industries Officer . They have failed to 
do that also . So this is a case of non -employment without conducting an 
enquiry and without proper reason . The remedy is one of reinstatement. 
But this is a case where it is proved that the society has not appointed a 
foreman in the place of this employee. That may indicate that either they 
may not require or do not have the capacity to employ such a man or they 
may be waiting to know the decision of this dispute . What ever that be 
things would have undergone considerable change during these 7 long years. 
The socicty would have adjusted its working without the service of a 
foreman . Even if he is to go back there is no basis in asking him to join the 
society at wages at which he received at the time of denial of employincnt in 
July, 1973. It is equally incorrect to ask the management to appoint him 
on a higher rate of wages. In view of these practical difficulties he is not 
entitled to be reinstated . Regarding the compensation in lieu of reinstate 
ment and other reliefs, they have been considered under issue No. 2 
separately . 


3 


7. Issue No. 2. - Under Issue No. 1 there is already a finding that the 
denial of employment is without any reason what so ever. There is an 
attempt made by the management to establish that he is employed 
elsewhere but they have not proved that. Hence I find that he is entitled 
for wages during the whole period of employment from 31-7-1973 till the 
date of this award . He is to be paid wages at the rate of Rs. 150 per 
month . In addition to this he is to be paid 15 days wages for each 
completed year of service from the date of his employment, i. e . 6-1-1969 
to 31-7-1973 . 

I pass this award as stated above . 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut . 

Appendix 
Witness examined on the side of the Workman : 

WW1. N. P. Varkey 
Witness examined on the side of the Management : 

MWI. K. P. Varghese 
Exts, marked on the side of the Workman : 

Wi. Appointment order of WWI dated 1-9-1971 
W2 . Letter dated 21-9-1971 appointing the worker as foreman 
W3. Letter dated 16-7-1973 from the sociсty to worker 
W4. Letter dated 20-7-1973 from the worker to the society 
W4 (a ) Postal receipt for registration 

W5. Bye-laws of the society 
Exts, marked on the side of the Management : 
Mi. Letter dated 19-8-1972 from the worker to the President of the 

Society 
M2. Letter dated 21-9-1971 from the President to worker 
M3. Letter dated 12-10-1971 from the District Industries Officer to 

the Society 
M4. Notice dated 2-7-1972 do. 

do . 
M5 . Letter dated 2-6-1973 do . 

do . 
M6 . Extract of the Inspection report of the society dated 29-9-1973 
M7. Letter dated 19-5-1972 from District Industries Officer to 

President of the Society 
M3. Leave application dated 6-11-1972 of Sri V. C. Ayyappan 
M9. 

Do. 

6-11-1972 of Sri R. Salimkumar 
MIO . 

Do. 10-11-1972 of Sri T. P. Joy 
MIT . 

Do. 

16-11-1972 of Sri P. V. Kumaran 
M12 . (Series 3 in Nos.) 3 cash vouchers signed by the worker. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1159/80 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th August 1980. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut !n respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Director, Re-Union Engineering Company ( Private ) 
Limited , Ernakulam , Cochin - 11 and their workmen represented by the 
President, Thrikkakara Industrial Estate Employees Association (CITU) . 
Kalamassery received by Government on 4-8-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


Ey order of the Governor, 


P. GOMATHY AMMA, 


Deputy Secretary to Government. 


BEFORE THE COUET OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , CALICUT 


(Monday, the 28th day of July , Nineteen hundred and eighity ) 


Present 


SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 


Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


INDUSTRIAL DISFUTE No. 8/76 


Between 


THE MANAGING DIRECTOR 


Re-Union Engineering Company ( P ) Ltd., Ernakulam , Cochin - 11 


And 


THE PRESIDENT 


Thrikkakara Industrial Estate Employces Association (CITU ), Kalamassery 
GA . 729 MC. 
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AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication by 
Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O. Ri. 3676 LER dated 8-1-1976 . The 
issue referred is the following. 


Dismissal of Sarvasree (1 ) N. A. Augustine; ( 2) P. X. Joseph , and 

( 3) C. P. Krishnankutty . 
In a statement filed by the union it is stated that these three employees 
were dismissed by the management only because of their active trade union 
work and this is a measure taken by the management to terrorise the union 
members. There arose an industrial dispute on certain demands placed by 
the union and inumediately thereafter they suspended these 3 workers on the 
basis of certain baseless allegations. The matter was settled by conciliation 
and regarding the suspension it was decided that the management would 
proceed with the domestic enquiry and the Deputy Labour Commissioner, 
Ernakulam was to impose certain conditions on the action taken by the 
management. The enquiry was conducted by an advocate without adhering 
to the principles of ratural justice . In dismissing , the management has also 
violated the terms of settlement dated 23-10-1975 . The management was to 
take action in consultation and with the advice of the Deputy Labour Commis 
sioner , Ernakulamı They have not done this . Hence it is stated that the 
action is illegal and the workers are entitled to be reinstated with back wages. 


In the reply statement the management says that there was no demand 
or dispute raised by the workmen which is the basis of an industrial dispute 
at the time of this proceedings taken against the workers. They have raised 
a preliminary point that there was no conciliation proceedings also before 
this dispute was referred . It is further stated that there is no dispute now 
pending regarding dismissal of Sri C. P. Krishnankutty one of the 

three 
persons. That matter has been settled by a settlement dated 27-4-1976. It 
is not correct to say that the management resorted to this action to victimise 
the workers. These three persons resorted to various acts of gross misconduct 
including go-slow and the production was brought down considerably, despite 
the lawful orders of their superiors. In these circumstances the management 
had no alternative but to take disciplinary action against them . They 
conducted an erquiry against the workers . It was conducted by an advocate 
giving opportunity to the workers and the union representatives to participate 
and defend the workers. Management witnesses examined at the enquiry 
were cross -examined by the workers. They have fully taken part in the 
enquiry and there is no room for any complaint. The enquiry officer concluded 
that the charges are proved . 

The Deputy Labour Commissioner had incorporated certain clauses in the 
settlement and that has no legal validity . All the same the management had 
to consult the Deputy Labour Commissioner before they disposed of the 
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disciplinary proceedings . So even if the settlement is true they have not 
violated the terms thereof. The enquiry conducted is a proper one and the 
findings are legal, so there is no scope for interference. 

The management stated that the enquiry conducted is proper and that 
was considered as a preliminary point. On this aspect the 

management 
examined the enquiry officer and the proceedings are marked as Ext. Mi and 
M2. It contains the findings also . One of the workers concerned tendered 
rebuttal evidence. He said mainly on the ground on which that the enquiry 
held is not proper. A finding was recorded that the enquiry conducted was a 
proper one. 

After this wwi was recalled and he had something more to add . He 
said that the union is not interested in the case of Sri a P. Krishnankutty. 
So there is no discussion or decision about that. Then he said that he is 
not employed after his discharge by this management. Then he says that he is 
not guilty of the charges levelled against him . He is also cross -examined . 
WW2 is also the other concerned worker . His evidence is mainly to show 
that he is not employed elsewhere after his discharge and his salary was 
Rs. 150 per month . He is also cross -examined . 

MW2 speaks about a settlement in regard to the disciplinary proceedings 
against the workers. That is marked as Ext. Wi. 


As per para 4 the management was to consult the Deputy Labour Commis 
sioner before the punishment was awarded and as per that they consulted 
him and obtained a letter and the copy is Ext. M4. He also says that these 
persons are employed elsewhere after their discharge. He is also cross 
examined . He admits that Ext. M4 was produced cnly on the date of his 
examination . 

Now the question is whether the findings are justified on the facts 
elicited at the enquiry and also the management has acted in accordance 
with the settlement Ext. W1. Then the further question arises regarding the 
quantum of punishment and the nature of punishment to be given if they 
are guilty. Before examining the question whether there was sufficient 
evidence before the enquiry officer the contention of the union that this punish 
ment has been inflicted as a measure of victimisation is to be examined . 

A definition for " victimisation " is found in the decision reported at 1960 
( II) LLJ at page 175 : 

" Victimisation means one of two things. The first is when the workman 
concerned is innocent and yet he is being punished because he has in 
some way displeased the employer, for example by being an active 
member of an union of workmen who were acting prejudicially to the 
employer s interest. The second case is where an employee has committed 
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an offence but he is given a punishment quite out of proportion to the 
gravity of the offence, simply because he has incurred the displeasure 
of the employer in a similar manner as mentioned above. But where it 
is found the employee is gailty of gross misconduct then there cannot be 

any question of victimisation because it merits dismissal by itself" . 
In matters like this where an allegation is raised by the union the duty is 
heavily on them to prove that this has been done as a measure of victimi 
sation . It is true that the union has raised a contention like that in their 
claim statement. The two witnesses who have been sent out have tendered 
evidence here and they do not say anywhere that they were actively parti 
cipating in the trade union activities . How they incurred the displeasure 
of the management is also not clear . What the union says is that a charter 
of demand was submitted and the union was actively pressing to concede 
these demands and to teach the workers a lesson these three persons were 
sent out. There must be some evidence . The other persons who have 
continued there would have supported and would have said something about 
the events which lead or culminated in this discharge. Circumstances 
available at that time in the workspot will give a clear picture. None of 
the office bearers of the union has taken care to tender evidence regarding 
this aspect. Mere allegations cannot be the basis for a finding. In the 
absence of any evidence I find that the union has not succeeded in establishing 
that the management has resorted to this as a measure of victimisation . 


After the conclusion of the evidence the counsel for the union submitted 
elaborate notes arguments and in that he says that this measure is adopted 
only as an act of victimisation and he wants this Tribunal to peruse these 
findings bearing in mind that this is as a measure of victimisation . But 
when a definite finding is recorded as above the union has not substantiated 
the charge. This Tribunal has only to peruse the evidence on record . On a 
perusal of the same I find that the management has succeeded in proving 
that these two persons are guilty of the charges levelled against them . 


The next question is whether they have acted in terms of Ext. Wi. Para 
4 of Ext. W1 reads as follows: 


" The management agreed to consult and to take advice from the Deputy 
Labour Commissioner , Ernakulam to the disposal of the Disciplinary 

proceedings mentioned in paragraph above" . 
Ext. M4. is said to be a copy of letter given by the Deputy Labour Commissioner . 
This is proved by MW2. This shows that the management had sent copies 
of dismissal orders to the Deputy Labour Commissioner and no advice is 
seen to have been given by him . The workers have no case that the Deputy 
Labour Commissioner dissented from the stand taken by the management. 
It is not clear also how that will adversely affect the workers . 
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The final question to be considered is what is the proper punishment to 
be awarded. Regarding this aspect also the argument of the learned counsel 
for the union is that the management has imposed this punishment on these 
workers because of their intimate connection with the union activities . They 
were in fact the agitators who stood in front of the agitation , and were 
awarded this punishment only for this reason . The burden is heavily on 
the management to prove that the workers are guilty. Alt the same time 
the burden is also there on the union when they allege that the entire 
dismissal was as a result of the desire of the management to send them 
out because of their active union work. The Union has not discharged that 
duty. They have not thought it fit even to put one witness in the box to 
say that these three persons were sent out as a measure of victimisation . In 
view of this which is a clear case of failure on the part of union in discharging 
their duties I find that there is no scope for interference. The workers are 
not entitled to any relief. 


I pass this award as stated above . 


R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


Appendix In I. D. No. 8/76 . 
Witnesses esamined on the side of the union : 

WW1. P. X. Joseph . 
WW2. N. A. Augustine. 
Exts. marked on the side of the union : 
W1. Memorandum of settlement dated 23-10-1975 . 
W2. Postal Receipts. 
W3. Letter dated 3-11-1975 from the Company addressed to P. X. Joseph . 

W4. Letter dated 3-11-1975 from the Company addressed to N. A. Augustine. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the management : 
MW1. 0. T. K. Nambiar. 

MW2. Joseph P. Kuriyan . 
Exts. marked on the side of the management: 
Mi. Enquiry proceedings against N. A. Augustine. 
M2. Enquiry proceedings against P. X. Joseph . 
M3. Postal receipt (No. 311 & 312 ) . 
M4. Letter dated 4-11-1975 from the Management to Deputy Labour 

Commissioner , Ernakulam . 


GA. 729 MC . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1682/80 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 8th December 1939 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the 
dispute between Shri K. S. Anto , Proprietor, Paramount Paper Products , 
Villadom , Ramavarmapuram P.O., 630631, Trichur and their workmen 
represented by the Secretary , Paramount Paper Products Workers Union , 
P. O. Ramavarmapuram received by Government on 5-12-1: 80 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 


By Gider of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
( Saturday , the 29th day of November , Nineteen 

hundred and eighty ) 

Present 


SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 52/77 

Between 


Shri K. S. Anto , Proprietor , Paramount Paper Products , 
Villadom , Ramavarmapuram P. O., 680631, 

Trichur . 


And 
The Secretary , Paramount Paper Products Workers Union , 

P. O. Ramavarmapuram . 
G.A. 837/ V . 
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AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O. Rt. 1571/77 /LBR dated 
12-12-1977 . The issues referred are the following : 
Termination of services of Apprentices : 

1. K. L. Francis, 2. K. Raveendran , 3. P.V. Devassy . 
2 . Confirmation of workers. 
3. Fixation of wages and D. A. of workers . 

4. Lay off. 
2. Parties adduced oral and documentary evidence and prior to 
November, 1980 all the issues other than issue No. I was settled . On 
27-11-1980 the parties to the dispute have filed a statement saying that 
they have settled this issue also . On the basis of this the employer has 
agreed to 

to each of the employees M /s. K.L. Francis , 
K. Raveendran and P. V. Devassy , on or before 8-12-1980 . The workers 
have agreed to accept the same in full and final settlement of their claims. 
In view of this an award is passed directing the management to pay 
Rs. 450 to each of the 3 workers referred to above on or before 8-12-1980 . 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


pay Rs.450 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O.(Rt.) No. 1615 /89/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 28th Nournber 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of the South India Rubber Works, Post Box 
No. 132 , Alleppey and Shri K. Damodaran , Anchuthengil, Paravoor , 
Punnapra, Alleppey -688004 received by Government on 26-11-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 19 + 7 ( Central 
Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
( Thursday the 20th day of November Nineteen hundred and cighty ) 


Present : 
Shri R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 11/79 


Belzceen 
K. Damodaran , Anchuthengil, Paravoor , Purnapra P. O., 
Alleppey, 688 004 (Complainant) 

And 
The South India Rubber Works, Post Box No. 132 , Alleppey 

Opposite party ) 
G.A.826 /V . 


ci 


AWARD 


This is a complaint filed by a driver employed by the management 
of South India Rubber Works on the ground that his termination of 
service offering him compensation at the rate of 15 days wages is illegal 
and unjust. The complainant was a worker concerned in I. D. No. 6179 
which was pending before this court. 

The management appeared and filed their counter and documents. 
A statement is filed on 2-11-1980 by the worker countersigned by the 
advocate for him and by the advocate for the management saying that the 
dispute has been amicably settled . Since it is settled , I find , that there is 
no industrial dispute now existing between the parties about this complaint. 
Ordered accordingly . 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1544 /80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd November 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal Alleppey in respect of the 
dispute between the Administrative Officer , M /s Dalmia , International, 
Perumpuzha , Kundara and their workmen represented by the General 
Secretary , Kotamkara Kasuandi Thozhilali Council , Perumpuzha, Kundara 
received by Government on 31-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY ASIMA, 

Deputy Secretary 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
(Dated this the 3rd day of October 1980 ) 

Present : 
SHRI K. P. DEVADAS, B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 12/1979 

Between 
The Administrative Officer , M /s Dalmia , International , 

Perumpuzha, Kundara 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the General Secretary , 
Kotamkara Kasuandi Thozhilali Council, Perumpuzha , 

Kundara 


For Management 


Representations: 
1. Shri K. Nataraja Pillai, 

Advocate , Quilon . 
2. Shri N. Raman Pillai, 

Advocate , Quilon . 
GA.801/J . 


For Union 
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AWARD 
This industrial Dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
Tribunal as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 1036 /79/L & H dated 23-7-1979. Text issue 
referred for adjudication is "Denial of employment to Sarvasri, Pralinkaran 
and Sivasankaran , Bcema workers. 

2 . Pursuant to summons the Management and the Union filed their 
vakalath . But after filing their vakalath the Union was continuously absent 
on several occasions and on 9-9-1980 the Union was declared ex parte since 
neither the counsel for the Union nor the workmen were present. Then the 
case was posted to 3-10-1980 on which day the Union was absent again 
despite ex parte notice and so the ex parte order against the Union was 
made absolute. 

3. Since the Union has no interest to proceed with the matter I pass 
this award holding that there is no dispute now existing to be adjudicated . 

4. This award shall come into force on the expiry of 30 days of its 
publication in the Government Gazette. 


K. P. DeVADAS , 
Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1723/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th December 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Director, the Fertilisers and Chemicals , Travancore 
Ltd. (C. D.) Ambalamedu Post and their workmen represented by (1). The 
General Secretary, FACT (CD) Employees Union , Ambalamedu Post 
(2) TheGenerai Secretary, FACT (CD ) Err.ployees Sangh , Ambalamedu 
Post and (3) The Gencral Secretary , FACT (CD ) Employees Federation , 
Ambalamedu Post received by Government on 16-12-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ), 


By order of the Governor , 

P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
( Thursday, the 11th day of December, Nineteen hundred and 

eighty .) 

Present 
SHRI R , K , VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 

[ Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 22/79 

Between 
The Managing Director, The Fertilisers and Chemicals, Travancore 

Ltd. (C. D.) Ambalamedu Post. 


1. The General Secretary, FACT (CD ) Employees Union , 

Ambalamedu Post, 
2. The General Secretary , FACT (CD ) Employees Sangh , 

Ambalamedu Post, and 
3. The Ge :eral Secretay , FACT (CD ) Employees Federation , 

Ambalamedu Post. 
GA , 853/B 
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AWARD 


An Industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication by Government of Kerala by order No. G. O. 
Rt. 664/79/ L & H dated 8-5-1979 . The only issue referred is the following : 

« Bonus for 1974-75 

On 10-12-1980 the advocates appearing for unions 1 and 2 endorsed the 
following on the reference order : 

“ Whereas Industrial dispute (I. D. 3/80) is pending before this 
Hon ble Tribunal for deciding the question of eligibility of the workmen 
of the FACT (C.D.) for bonus I.D. No. 22/79 is not Pressed since the 
bonus for the year 1974 also is to be decided in I. D. 3/80 . I. D. 
No. 22/79may be disposed of as not pressed in view of I. D. 3/80 and 
without prejudice to Union contentions” . 

The other union has not taken part in these proceedings. In view of 
the endorsement made by these two unions the reference is answered accord 
ingly . 


R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal Calicut. 


Camp : Ernakulam . 


Kerala Gazette No. 6 dated 10th February 1981. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Forest Miscellaneous) Depeats 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 75145 /FM3/80 /AD . 

Dated, Trivandrazi, 
The following Notification of the Government of it. 
Agriculture ( Department of Agriculture & Co- por 
September, 1980 and published in the Gazette of India , SC 
dated 9th September, 1980 is hereby republished for gener 


K.V.V. 


GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

Ministry of Agricultura 
(Department of Agriculture & Co-operation ) 

NOTIFICATION 

Necu Delhi, th : 9113 
In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection is 
Wildlife ( Protection ) Act , 1972 (53 of 1972 ), the Central 
of the opinion that it is expedient so to do , hereby 
alternations in the Schedules to the said Act, which stal! Come 
the Second day of October 1980, namely :-- 
1 . 

In Schedule I to the said Act, - 
(a ) in part 1, 

(i) entry 1 A relating to Binturong shall borem . 
1 B and before entry 1 B as so renumbered , c. try 3 relain to 
nahura ) from Schedule III, shall be transferred as entry is, 

(ii ) entry 2A relating to Blue Whale shall be delete 1. 

(iii ) after entry 4 relating to Caracal, the followi 5 ou 
inserted , namely: 

« 4A . Ceteccan spp ." ; 

( iv ) entry 6A relating to Desert Cat shall be ro 
6B and before entry 6B as so renumbered , entry 5 relatia 
Macaque (Macaca irus umborosa ) from Part i of Schedule 1 
ferred as entry 6A . 

G. 1737. 


entry 8B relating to Gangetic Dolphin shall be deleted ; 
( vi) entry 10A relating to Himalayan Tlar shall be renumbered as 
entry 20B, and before entry 103 as so renumbered , entry 9 relating to 
Himalayan Ibex (capra ibex ) from Schedule III shall be transicrred as entry 
10A ; 

(vii) After entry 11 relating to Hispid Hare, entry 12 relating to 
Hog Badger (Arctonyx collaris ) from Part I of Schedule II shall be trans 
ferred as entry 11A ; 
(viii) entry 

12A relating to Humpbacked Whale (Megaptera 
nevaeangliae ) shall be deleted ; 

(ix ) entry 16A relating to Leopard or Panther shall be renumbered 
as entry 16B and before entry 163 as so renumbered entry 14 relating to 
Leaf Monkey (Presbytis Phayrei) from Part I of Schedule II shall be trans 
ferred as entry 16A ; 

(x ) aiter entry 29 relating to Pygmy Hog , entry 15 relating to Ratel 
Mellivora capensis) from Schedule III shall be transferred as enir , 29A ; 

(xi) after entry 32 relating to slow Loris , en ry 9A relating to small 
Travancore flyiug squirrel (Petinomys fuscocapillus) from Schedule IV shall 
be transferred as entry 32A ; 

(b ) In Part II, - 

entry IA relating to Atlantic ridley turtle or Kemp s Ridley turtles 
( Lepidochelya Kempii ) shall be deleted ; 
(c) in Part III, 

(i) entry IF relating to Brown headed gull (Lerus brunnicephalus) 
shall be deleted ; 

(ii) for entry 2A relating to Com Duck (Sarkidiernis melanotes the 
following entry shall be substituted , namely : -- 

« 2A . Eastern white stork ( Ciconia Ciconia boyciana) " ; 

(iii) entries 4A , 4B , 4C , 4D and 4E shall be renumbered respectively 
as entries 4B , 4C , 4D , 4E and 4f before entry 4B relating to Hooded Crane 
as so renumbered entry 11 (xvii) relatiog to Hawks (Accipitridae) from 
Schedulc IV shall be transfered as entry 4A ; 

(iv ) entry 10B relating to Peacock Pheasant shall be renumbered as 
entry 10C and before entry 10C as so renumbered , the following entry shall 
be inserted , namely : 

“ 10B. Ospray or fish eating eagle (Pandion haliatetus)" ; 

(v ) entry 14.1 relating to Spur fowl (Gallaperdix spp ) shall be 
deleted ; 

( d ) in Part IV 

(i) entry 1 relating to Coconut or Robber Crab shall be 
renumbered as entry 1A and before entry 1A as so renumbered, the following 
shall be insertec , namely: 

" 1. BUTTERFLIES AND MOTHS 

Family Amathusiidae 
Discophora deo deo 
Discophora condaica muscina 
Faunis faunula faunuloides 
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Family Denaidae 
Danaus gautama gautamoides 
Euploca crameri viccvillei 
Eupluca midag.us rocpstorffi 

l amily Lycaenidae 
Allotinus drumila 
Allotinus fabius panormis 
Amblopala aviditna 
Amblypedia ace arata 
Amblypodia al a constanceae 
Amblypodia amon ariel 
Amblypodia arvina ardca 
Amblypodia asopia 
Amblypodia comica 
Amblypodia opalina 
Amblypodia Zeta 
Biduanda melisa cyara 
Callophyrs leechii 
Castalius rosimon alarbus 
Charana cepheis 
Chlierica oihona 
Deudoryx epijarbas amatius 
Everes moorei 
Gerydus biggsii 
Gerydus symethus diopeithes 
Heliophorus hybrida 
Heriga albimacula 
Jamides ferrari 
Liphyra brassolis 
Listeria dudgenni 
Logamia watsoniana subfasciata 
Lycaenopsis binghami 
Lycaenopsis haraldus ananga 
Lycaerophsis puspa prominens 
Lycaenopsis quadriplaga dohertyi 
Naca duba noreia hampsoni 
Polyommatus orbitulus Icela 
Pratapa icetas mishima 
Simiskina phal na harterti 
Sthusa viro 
Spindasis elwesi 
Spinda is rukini 
Strymon mackwwdi 
2 ajuria ister 
Tajuria luculentus ncla 
Tajuria yajna yajna 
Thecla ataxus zulla 
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Family Nymphalidae 


trinupi 
8.10.2012 


fordi nicholi 


Disaitide andamena 
2 Inco ei Sandakanus 


Saipurensis 

lidi a splendens 


una curvilascia 


olan missipus 
Litenia purpurascens 


Neguint la kankena 
Precipe kir bariensis 

jumlah binghami 


jian jina 

namoorei 
Pickiregalis 


o jodunula 

Family Papilionidae 
+ Cicly leaf.commixtus 

haon 


Deneco geminifer 
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Parnassius delphius 
Parnassius hannyngtoni 
Parnassius imperator augustus 
Parnassius stoliczkanus 
Polydorus coon sambilanga 
Polydorus crassipes 
Polydorus hector 
Polydorus nevilli 
Polydorus plutonius pambertoni 
Polydorus polla 

Family Pieridae 
Aporia harrietae harnietae 
Saltia butleri sikkima 
Colias colias thrasibulus 
Colia dubi 
Delias sanaca 
Pieris Krueperi devta 

Family Satyriidea 
Coelitis mothis adamsoni 
Cyllogenes janetae 
Elymnias peali 
Elymnias penanga chilensis 
Erebia annada annada 
Erebia narasingha narasingha 
Letho distans 
Letho dura gammiei 
Letho europa tamuna 
Letho gemina gafuri 
Letho guluihal guluihal 
Letho margaritae 
Letho ocellata lyncus 
Letho ramadeva 
Letho satyabati 
Mycalesis orseis nautilus 
Parargemenava maeroides 
Ypthima dohertyi persimilis 

(ii ) after entry 1A relating to Coconut or Robber Crab , the following 
entry shall be inserted , namely : 

“ 2. Dragon Fly (Epioplebia laidlawi)" ; 
2. In Schedule II to the said Act, 

(a ) In Part - II. 

(i) entry 1 relating to Siant Squirrels shall be renumbered as 
entry 1A and before entry 1A as so renumbered , the following entry shall be 
inserted , namely : 
" 1. BEETLES 

Family Carabidae 
Agonotrechus andrewesi 
Amara brucei 
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Amara eleganfula 
Brachinus atripennis 
Broscosoma gracile 
Broscus bipillifer 
Broter ovicollis 
Calathus amaroides 
Caillstominus belli 
Chlaenius championi 
Chlaenius Kanarae 
Chlaenius masoni 
Chlaenius nilgiricus 

Family Chrysomelidae 
Acrocrypta rotundata 
Bimala indica 
Clitea indica 
Gopala pita 
Griva cyanipennis 
Nisotra cardoni 
Nisotra madurensis 
Nisotra semicoerulea 
Nisotra striatipennis 
Nonarthra patkaia 
Psylliodes plane 
Psylliodes shira 
Sebaethe carvine 
Sebaethe patkkaia 
Sphaeroderma brevicorne 

Family Cucuiidae 
Carinophlocus raffrayi 
Cucujus bicolor 
Cucujus grouvelle 
Cucujus imperialis 
Reterojinus semilactaneus 
Laemophloeus incertus 
Pediacus rufipes 

Family Inopeplidae 
Inopeplus albonotalus 

Family Ama hueiidae 
Aemona amathusia amathusia 
Amathusia phidippus andamanicus 
Amathuxida amythaon amythaon 
Discophora deo deodoides 
Discophora lepida lepida 
Discophora timora andamanensi 


Enispe cyenus 
Faunis sumeus assama 
Sticopthalma nourishal 
Thauria aliris amplifascia 

Family Danaidae 
Euploea nelanaleuca 
Euploca midamus rogenhoferi 

Family Erycinidae 
Abisara Kausambi 
Dodona adonira 
Dodona dipoea 
Dodona egeon 
Liby thca lepita 

Family Hesperiidae 
Baoris philippina 
Bebasa sena 
Halpe homolea 


Family Lycaenidae 
Allotinus subviolaceus manychus 
A.nblypodia abetrrans 
Amblypodia acnica 
Amblypodia agaba aurelia 
Amblyp dia agrata 
Amblypodia alesia 
Amblypodia apidanus ahamus 
Amblypodia areste areste 
Amblypodia bazaloides 
Amblypodia camdeo 
Amblypodia ellisi 
Amblypodia fulla ignara 
Amblypodia genesa watsoni 
Amblypodsa paraganesa Zephyrecta 
Amblypodia paralae 
Amblypodia silhetensis 
Amblypodia suffusa suffusa 
Amblypodia yendava 
Apharitis lilacinus 
Araotes lapithis 
Artipe eryx 
Dindahara phocides 
Bothrinia chennellia 
Castalius roxusmanlucna 
Catacecilma delicatum 


Catapoecilma elegans myositina 
Charana jalindra 
Cheritrella truncipennis 
Chliaria kina 
Deudoryx hypargyria gaetulia 
Enchrysops cnejus 
Everes diporoides 
Everes kala 
Helipphorus androcles moorei 
Horage onyx 
Horaga viola 
Hypolycaena nilgirica 
Hypolycaena thecloides nicobarica 
Irota rochana boswelliana 
Jamides alectokandulana 
Jamides celeodus pura 
Jamides kankena 
Jamides coerules 
Lampides boeticus 
Lilacea albocaerulea 
Lilacea atroguttata 
Lilacea lilacea 
Lilacea melaena 
Lilacea minima 
Logania massalia 
Lycaenesthes lycaenina 
Mahthala ameria 
Mahathala atkinsoni 
Magisba lalaya presbyter 
Nacadula aluta coelestis 
Nacaduba ancyra aberrans 
Nacaduba dubiosa fulva 
Nacaduba helicon 
Nacaduba hermus major 
Nacaduba pactolus 
Neucheritra febronia 
Niphanda cymbia 
Orthomiella pontis 
Pithecops fulgens 
Polymmatus devanica devanica 
Polymmatusmetallica metallica 
Polymmatus orbitulus jaloka 
Polyemmatus yeonghusbandi 
Poritia crycinoides elsiel 
Poritia hcwitsoni 
Poritia plsurata geta 
Pratapa bhetes 


9 


Pratapa blanka 
Pratapa deva 
Pratapa icctas 
Ramala buxaria 
Rapala chandrana chandrana 
Repala nasaka 
Rapala refulgens 
Rapala rubida 
Rapal scintilla 
Rapala Sphinx sphinx 
Rapaia varuna 
Spirdasis elima elima 
Spindasis lehita 
Spiodasis nipalicus 
Suasa lisides 
Surendra todara 
Tajuria albiplag : 
Tajuria cippus tippus 
Tajuria culta 
Tajuria diaeus 
Tajuria illurgioides 
Tajuria illurgis 
Tajuria jangala andamanica 
Tajuria melastigma 
Tajuria sebonga 
Tajuria thyia 
Tajuria yajna istroides 
Tarucus callinara 
Tarucus dharta 
Thaduka multicaudeta kanara 
Thecla ataxus ataxus 
Thecla bitel 
Thecla icana 
Thecla jakarnensis 
Thecla kabreca 
Thecla khasia 
Thecla kirbariensis 
Thecla suroia 
Thecla syla assamics 
Thecla vittata 
Thecla ziha 
Thecla zoa 
Una usta 
Yasoda tripunctate 

Family Nymphalidac 
Adolias cyanipardus 
Adolias dirtca 

G , 1737. 
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dolias khasiana 
Apatura chevana 

patuia parvata 
Apartura a sordida 
Apatura ulupi florenciae 
Argynnis ad ppe pallida 
Argynnis altissima 
Argynnis clara clara 
Argynnis pales horls 
Atella alciope 
Calinaga buddha brahman 
Charaxes aristogiton 
Charaxes fabius sulphureus 
Chajaxes Karruba 
Charexes marnax 
Charaxes polyxena heman 
Chersoncsia rahria rahrioides 
Crestis cocles 
Diagera p rsimilis 
Doleschallia bisaltide malabarica 
Eriboca athamas andamaniau 
Eriboca delphis 
Eriboca dolon 
Eriboea marcoea lissaimei 
Euripus consimilis 
Euripus halitherses 
Eutharia anosis 
Euthalia cocytus 
Euthalia duda 
Euthalia durga durga 
Euthalia evalina landabilis 
Euthalia garuda acontius 
Euthalia lepidea 
Euthalia merta eriphyle 
Euthalia nara nara 
Euthalia patala taooana 
Euthalia teuta 
Heromamarathus andamana 
Hyploimnas missipus 
Hypolimnas polynice birmana 
Kallima albofasciata 
Kallima abompra 
Kallima philarchus horsfieldii 
Limenitis austenia austenia 
Limenitis damay 
Limonitis dudu 
Melitaea robertsi lutko 
Neptis anamta 
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Neptis anjana nashona 
Neptis aurelia 
Neptis magadh khasiana 
Neptis nandina hameoni 
Neptis narayana 
Neptis radha radha 
Neptis soma 
Neptis zaida 
Neumosigma doubledayi doubledayi 
Pantoponia Kasura asura 
Pantoponia kanwa phorkys 
Pantoporia larynna siamensis 
Pantoporia prawara acutipennis 
Pantoporia ranga 
Parthenos sylvia 
Penthema lisarda 
Symbrenthia niphanda 
Vanesa egea anicula 
Vanesa egea agnicula 
Vanesa Lalbum 
Vanesa polychloros fervida 
Vanesa prarsoides dohertyi 
Vanesa urticoe rizama 


Family Papilionidae 


Bhutanitis liderdalei liderdalei 
Chilesa epycides epycides 
Chilasa paradoxa telearchus 
Chilasa slatori slateri 
Graphium aristeus anticrates 
Graphium arycles arycles 
Graphium ourypylus macronius 
Graphium evenmon albociliates 
Graphium megarusmegarus 
Pappilio bootes 
Papilio buddha 
Papilio fuscus andamanicus 
Papilio machaon verityi 
Papilo mayo 
Parnassius charltonius charltonius 
Parnassius epaphus hillensis 
Parnassius jacquemonti jacquementi 
Polydorus latrei lei Kabrua 
Polydorus plutonius tytleri 
Teinopalpus imperialis imperialis 
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Family Pieridre 


Aporia nabollica 
Appias albina darada 
Appias indra shiva 
Appias lyncide latifasciata 
Appias wardi 
Baltia buteri butleri 
Gepora nadian remba 
Cepora nerissa dapba 
Colias cocandica hinducucica 
Colias cogame 
Colia : ladakensis 
Colias stoliczkana miranda 
Delias lativitta 
Dercas lycorias 
Euchloe charlonia lucilla 
Eurema andersoni ormistoni 
Metaporia agat on 
Pieris deota 
Pontia chloridice alipina 
Saletara panda chrysaca 
Valeria avatar avatar 


Family Satyrid ze 
Amlocera brahminus 
Cillogenes sura deva 
Elymnias nalelas milamba 
Elymnias vasudeva 
Erebia annada suroia 
Ere ia hy griva 
Erebia Kalinda Kalinda 
Rebia mani mani 
Rebia seanda opima 
Erites falc pennis 
Hippar chis heydenreichi shandura 
Lethe atkinson 
Lethe baladev 
Leihe brisanda 
Lсthe goalpara goalpara 
Lethe insana insana 
Letha jalaurida 
Lethe Kabrua 
Lethe latiaris Jatiaris 
Lethe moelleri moclleri 
Lethe waga naga 
Lethe nicetella 
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Lethe pulaha 
Lethe scanda 
Lethe serbonis 
Lethe siderca 
Lethe sinerix 
Lethe tristigmata 
Lethe violaceopicta kanjupkula 
Lethe visrava 
Lethe yama 
Maniola davendra davendra 
Melanitis zitenius 
Mycalesis adamsoni 
Mycalesis anaxias 
Mycalesis qotama chamka 
Mycalesis heri 
Mycalesis lepcha bethami 
Mycalesis malsarida 
Mycalesis mestra 
Mycalesis misenus 
Mycalesis mystes 
Mycalesis suavolens 
Neorina hilda 
Neorina patria westwoodii 
Oeneis buddha qarhwalica 
Parantirrhoes marshalli 
Pararge eversmanni cashmirensis 
Pararage macrula maefuls 
Ragadia crisilda crito 
Phapicera satries kabrua 
Ypthima bolanica 
Ypihima lycus lycus 
Ypthima mothora mathora 
Ypthima similis affectata 
Zipoetis saitis ” ; 


.: 


(ii) aſter cntry 2 relating to Himalayan Brown Bear, the follow 
ing entry shall be inserted nainely : 

“ 2A . Himalayan Black Bear ( Selenarctos thibetanus)" ; 


(iii) after entry 4 relating to otters, entry 31 B relating to Sloth 
Bcar (Melursus Ursinus) from Part 1 of Schedule III shall be 
ferred as entry 6 . 


trans. 
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3 . In schedule IV to the said Act , 

(i) for entry 11 the following entry shall be substituted , 
namely : 

“ 11 . BIRDS 
Avadavat ( Estrildinae ) 
2 . Avocet (Recurvirostridae ) 
3 . Babblers ( Timalinae) 
4 . Barbets (Capitonidae ) 
5 . Barn owls (Tytoninae ) 
6 . Bitterns (Ardeidae) 
7 . Brown headed gull (Larus brunnicephalus) 
8 . Bulbuls ( Pycnonotidae ) 
9. Buntings ( Emberizidae ) 
10 . Bustards Otididae) 
• 11 Bustars Quails ( Turnicidae) 

12. Chloropsis (Irenidae) 
13 . Comb duck ( Sarkidiornis nelanotes ) 
14. Coot (Rallidae ) 
15 . Cornorants ( Phalacrocoracidie) 
16 . Cranes (Anatidae 
17 . Cuckoos (Cuculidae) 17(a ) Curlews ( Scolopacinae) 
18 . Darters ( Phalacrocoracidae ) 
19 . 

Doves including the Emerald Dove ( Columbidae ) 
20. Drongos (Dicruridae) 
21 . Ducks Anatidae) 
22 . Egrets (Ardeidae) 
23 . Fairy Blue Bird (Irenidae) 
24 . Falcons ( Falconidae excepting the Shaheem and peregrine Falcons 

Falce peregrinus, the Shaker or Cherrug , Shanghar and Lagger 
Falcons, Falce biarmicus 

and 

the Redheaded Merlin , 
F. Chiquera 
25 . Finches including the Chaffinch ( Fringillidae) 
26. Flamingos ( Phoenicopteridae ) 
27. Flowerpeckers (Dicae dae ) 
28. Flycatchers (Muscicapidae ) 
29 . Geese (Anatidae) 

Go dfinch and allies (Carduelinae ) 
31. Grebes (Podicipedidae) 
32 . Herons ( Ardeidae ) 
33 . Ibises ( l hreskiornithidae ) 

Ibras ( Irenidae ) 
35 Jays Corvidae) 
36. Jacanas Jacanidae 36 (a ) Jungle fowl ( Phasianidae) 
37. Kingfishers (Alcedinidae ) 
38 . Larks (Alaudidae) 
39 . Lorikeets (Psittacidae) 
4.1 . Magpies includting the Hunting Magpie ( Corvidae) 


30 . 


34 . 
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53 . 


41 . 

Mannikins ( Estrildinae ) 
42. Megapodes (Megapodidae) 
43 . Minivets (Campephagidac) 
44 . 

Munias (Estrildınae) 
45 . Myhas ( Šturnidae ) 
46 Nightjars (Caprimalgia Jae ) 
47. Orioles ( Oriclidae ) 
48 Owls (Strigidae) 
49. Oystercatchers (Haerna opodidae ) 
50 . Paraket ts ( Psittacidae ) 
51 . Patridges ( Phasianidae) 
52 Pelicans (Pelecanidae) 

Pheasants ( Phasianidae ) 
54. Pigeons ( Columbidae ) excepting the Blue Roack Pigeon (Columba 

Livia ) 
55. Pipi s (Motacillidae ) 
55. (a ) Pittas (Pittidae ) 
56 . Plovers ( Charadriinae) 
57. Quails (Phasianidae) 
58 Rails (Rallidae ) 
59 . Rollers or Blue Jay (Coraciidae ) 
60. Sandgrojuses (Pteroclididae ) 
61. Sandpipers (Scolopacinae ) 
62. Saipes (Scolopacinae) 
63. Spurfowls ( Phasianidae) 
64. Starlings ( Sturnidae) 
65 . Stone Curlew ( Burhinidae ) 
66 . 

Storks (Ciconiidae ) 
67 . 

Stilt ( Recurvirostridae) 
68 . Surbirds (Nectariniidae) 
69 Swans (Anatidae) 
70 . Teals (Ànatidae) 
71. Thru hes (Turad nae ) 
72. Tats (Paridae) 
73. Tree -pies (Corvidae ) 
74. Trogons ( Trogonidae). 
75 . Vultures (Accipitridae) 
76 . Waxbills (Estrildinae ) 
77. Weaver Birds or Bayas (Ploceidae ) 
78 . White -eyes (Zosteropidae ) 
79. Woodpeckers (Picidae ) 
80 . Wrens ( Troglodytidae ; 

( ii ) for entry 12 the following entries shall be substituted , 
namely : 

« 12 . SNAKES 
(i) Amlilycaphalidae 
(ii) Amilidae 
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( iii) Boidae 
( iv ) Colubridae 
(v ) Dasypeptidae (Egg-eating snakes) 
(vi) Elapidae ( Cobras, Kraits and Coral snakes) 

Glauconnidae 
(viii) Hydrophilidae (Fresh water and sea snakes ) 
(ix ) Ilysiidae 

Leptotyphlopidae 
(xi) Typhlopidae 
(xii Uropeltidae 

Viperidae 
(xiv ) Xenopeltidae” ; 

( iii ) after entry 12 relating to Snakes, the following entry shall be 
inserted namely : 

“ 13 . FRESH WATER FROG (Rana Species) " ; 
(iv) aſter entry 13 relating to Frogs, entry 15 relating to Threc 
keeled turtle (Seoemyda tricarinata ) from Part II of Schedule I shall be 
transferred as entry 14 . 
(v ) after entry 14 relating to Three 

Keeled turtle , entry 16 
relating to Tortoise ( Testudinidae, Trionychidae) from Part II of Schedule 
I shall be transferred as entry 15 ; 

(vi) after entry 15 relating to Tortoise , entry 17 relating to 
viviparous toads (Nectophyrynoides spp .) from Part II of Schedule I shall be 
transferred as entry 16 ; 

(vii) after entry 16 relating to Viviparous toads, entry 7 relating 
to Voles from Schedule V shall be transferred as entry 17 ; 

(viii) after entry 17 relating to Voles, the following entry shall 
be inserted , namely : 

“ 18 . BUTTERFLIES AND MOTHS 

Family Danaidae 
Euploca core simulatrix 
Euploca crassa 
Euploca dioclotianus ramsayi 
Euploca mulciber 

Family Hesporiidae 
Baoris farri 
Hasora vitta 
Hyarotis adrastus 
Oriens concinna 
Pelopidas assamensis 
Pelopidas sinensis 
Polytrema discreta 
Polytrema rubricans 
Thoressa horiorei 


17 


Family Lycaenidae 


Tarucus ananda 


Family Nymphalidne 


Euthalia lubentina 


- Family Pieridae 


Aporia agathon ariaca 
Appias libythea 
Appias nerogalba 
Pricneris sita " . 


[No. 1-28/78 -FRY (WL)] 

( Sd .) 

SAMAR SINGH , 
Joint Secretary to Goot. of India . 


G. 1737 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Irrigation & Rehabilitatioa Irrigation ) Department 

NCTIFICATION 
No. 19662/1R2/80/ 1& R . 

Daled , Trivandrum , 3rd January 1981 . 
The fojlowing Resolution No. FC . 15 (3 ) !71 dated 4/6/1971 of the 
Ministry of Irrigation and Power , Government of India , is hereby republished 
for general information . 


By order of the Governor , 
G.GOPALAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Special Secretary . 


RISOLUTION 


No F.C. 15 (3 )/71 .-- In this Ministry s Resolution No. DW . V. 515 
(7)/63 , dated the 2nd February, 1966 , a Beach Erosion Board was constituted 
by the Government of India to initiatt , guide and ablement the programme 
of anti-sea erosion measures in i c State of Kerala, where the problem of 
sea erosion is achte . As the problen also exists in varying intensities in the 
other Coastal States of India , it has now been feit necessary to make a 
comprehensive study of the coastal erosion processes in the entire country 
and the measures required to tackle he problem on a scientific and co - ordi 
nated manzer. With this objective , the crament of India , in consultation 
with the Governments of the Coastal Stores, have decided to reconstitute the 
Beach Erosion Board . 

2. The composition of the reconstituted Beach Erosion Board shall be 
as follows: 

Chairman : 
1. Chairman , Central Water & Power Commission , New Delhi 
Members: 
2. Development Advisor (Ports), Ministıy of Shipping & Transport, 

New Delhi 
3. Dr. M.Manohar, Principal & Secretary ,Maulana Azad College 

of Technology , Bhopal 


Eg. 143 
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4 . Director, National Institute ofOceanography, Council of Scientific 

and IndustrialResearch , New Delhi. 
5. Chief Engineer (in charge of anti-sea erosion works) of the States 

of Andhra Pradesh ,Gujarat, Kerala, Maharastra , Mysore , Orissa , 

Tamil Nadu and West Bengal. 
6. Joint Secretary (1) , Ministry of Irrigation and Power or his 

representative . 
7 . Member (Floods) , Central Water & Power Commission , New 

Delhi. 


Member - Secretary . 
8. Director , Central Water & Power Research Station , Poona. 

3 . The Board will hold its meetingat such places as may be determined 
by the Chairman and may invite to its meeting such other person or persons 
as itmay consider necessary . The meetings of the Board will be convened 
as often as necessary , but at least twice a year. 

4. The Board may appoint such Committees or sub -committees as it 
may consider necessary for any specific purpose. 

5. The functions of the Board will be 

(i) To organise a co-ordinated programme of collection , compilation , 
evaluation and publication of data relating to various naturalphenon ena and 
coastal 

processes which affect the coast line , through the Coastal Engincering 
Research Centre and other State Organisations. 

( ii ) To arrange general investigations, studies and research in the 
Coastal Engineering Research Centre and State Research Stations. 

(iii) To lay down general design principles and construction techni 
ques for anti -sea erosion measures for the guidance of the State authorities . 

(iv) To review from time to time the performance of works carried 
out by the States and evolve improved design and techniques based on such 
experience . 

(v) To render technical advice on specific problems at the request 
of States. 

(vi) To draw up a programme of training for personnel engaged in 
coastal engineering . 

(vii ). To suggest other steps necessary for tackling the problem of 
coastal erosion in an economic and co -ordinated manner . 


ORDER 


Ordered that this Resolution be communicated to the concerned State 
Governments and Union Territories, the Private and Military Secretaries to 
the President, Prime Minister s Secretariat, the Comptroller and Auditor 


General of India, the Planning Commission and the Ministries of Shipping 
and Transport, Defence, Education , Finance (Department of Expenditure), 
Home Affairs, Railways, Works, Housing & Urban Development for 
information . 

Ordered that the Resolution be published in the Gazette of India and that 
the State Governments be requested to publish it in the State Gazettes for 
general information , 


B.S. BANSAL, 
Joint Secretary . 


Kerala Gazette No. 6 dated 10th February 1981. 
PART 1 


Section is 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.Rt. 1871/80 /RD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 31st December 1980 . 
8. R. O. No. 149/81. - Under clause (b ) of section 2 of the Kerala 
Weights and Measures (Enforcement) Act, 1958 (45th of 1958 ), the Govern 
ment of Kerala hereby empower Shri T. R. Joseph , Deputy Controller of 
Weights and Measures, Kerala to exercise the powers and discharge the 
duties conferred or imposed on the Contoller of Weights and Measures by 
or under the said Act. 


By order of the Governor, 
V. KRISHNAMURTHY, 

Secretary 


G. 71 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Irrigation & Rehabilitation (General & Planning) Department 

ORDER 
No. 11767 /P2/77/ I& R . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 1st January 1981 . 
S.R.O. No. 150 /81.- Under section 15 of the Travancore Public 
Canals and Public Ferries Act, 1096 (VI of 1096 ), the Government of 
Kerala hereby order that all the Forest Officers of and above the rank of 
Forester including Game Forester shall be officers empowered for the purposes 
of clauses (a ) and (e) of the said section in respect of the vessels plying in 
Neyyar Dam Reservoir. 

By order of the Governor , 
G.GOPALAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the order but is intended to bring out the main 
purport). 

The Chief Conservator of Forests has requested Government to empower 
the Forest Officers also to check the boats plying in Neyyar Dam Reservoir. 
There is considerable forest area around Neyyar Dam and so the transport 
by boats in that area is of vital interest to the Forest Department also. The 
Forest Officers can be empowered to do the checking only under the 
provisions of Travancore Public Canal & Public Ferries Act & Rules. This 
order is intended to achieve the above purpose . 


G. 53 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (Panchayat Election ) 

Department 
NOTIFICATIONS 

1 
G. O. MS. No. 4 /81/LA & SWD . Dated, Trivandrum , 5th January 1981 . 

S. R. O. No. 151/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 60 of the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960 (14 of 1961) 
and subsection (1) of section 50 of the Kerala Municipal Corporations 
Act, 1961 (30 of 1961) , the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 

her amendment to the Notification issued under G O. MS. 
No. 321 /77/LA & SWD dated the 5th November, 1977 and published as 
S. R. O. No. 1019/77 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 640 dated 
the 5th November, 1977 as subsequently amended , namely : 


I 


AMENDMENT 
In the said Notification , item 3 shall be omitted . 


II 


G. O. MS. No. 5 /81/LA & SWD . Dated , Trivandrum 5th January 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 152/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(h ) of subsection (2 ) of section 19 and clause (l ) of section 20 of the Kerala 
Panchayats Act, 1966 (32 of 1960 ), the Government of Kerala hereby make 
the following further amendment to the Notification II issued under 
G. O. Ms. No. 322 /77/ L A & SWD dated the 5th November , 1977 and 
published as S. R. O. No. 1020/77 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 640 dated the 5th November , 1977 , as subsequently amended 
namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Notification , item 3 shall be omitted . 

By order of the Governor, 

M. DANDAPANY, 

Special Secretary . 
G 42 

[ P.7.0 . ] 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the Notifications, but is intended to indicate 
their general purport) . 

In Notification G. 0. Ms. No. 321 and 322 /LA & SWD dated 
5th November, 1977 the Government have notified the institutions, the 
officers and servants of which shall not be qualified for election or for 
holding office as a Councillor of a Municipal or Corporation Council or a 
member of a Panchayat . Requests have been made to Government that 
the employees of L.I.C. of India to contest the election in theMunicipalities, 
Corporation and Panchayats in the State need not be disqualified , as the 
Regulation 25 of L.I.C. of India Staff Regulation 1960 which barred 
L.I.C. employees from taking part in politics, have been struck down by 
the Supreme Court in Judgement in C. A. No. 1879/72 . 

Government have decided to accede the request. The notifications are 
intended for the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 220 /81/LA & SWD . Dated, Trivandrum , 17th January 1981. 

S.R.O.No. 153/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 2 ) of section 62 of the Kerala Par chavats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960) , 
the Government of Kerala , after consulting the Ayyanthole Panchayat, 
hereby exclude from the operation of the said Act, the public road specified 
in the schedule below , which is vested in the said Panchayat. 

SCHEDULE 
1 . Name of District 

Trichur 
2 . Name of Taluk 

Trichur 
3 . Name of Villages 

Pullazhi and Aranattukara 
4 . Nameof Panchayat 

Ayyanthole 
5 . Name of road 

Olarikkara -Elthuruthu 
6 . Length of road 

1.840 kms. 
7 . Width of road 

8 metres 
8. Points at which the road 

Starts from Trichur Karyam 
starts and ends 

P. W. D. road and 

ends at 
St. Alyoscious College, Elthuruth . 
By order of the Governor, 

MARC C. JOHN, 

Deputy Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the Notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

As per G.O Rt. 63/77/PIV . dated 11-1-1977 as amended in 
G. O. (Rt) 1692 /80 /PW . dated 11-11-1980 Government have accorded 
sanction to transfer the Olarikkara - Elthuruth road (St. Alyoscious College 
Road ) to P.W. D. from the Panchayat for the purpose of improvements 
of the road with the concurrence of the Panchayat as required under the 
proviso to subsection (2) of section 62 of the Kerala Panchayats Act. 
The actual length of the road is 1.840 km This notification is intended 
to exclude the above road from the operation of the provisions of Kerala 
Panchayats Act. 


G : 117 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) 81 /81/ LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15th January 1981 . 
S. R. O. No. 154 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 1) of section 44 of the Beedi and Cigar Workers (Conditions of 
Employment) Act, 1966 ( Central Act 32 of 1966) , t ic Government of Kerala 
hereby make the following amendment to the Kerala Beedi and Cigar 
Workers (Conditions of Employment) Rules, 1968, the same having been 
previously published as required by subsection (3 ) of the said section , 
namely: 


AMENDMENT 


1 . Short title and commencement.- ( 1) These rules may be called the 
Kerala Beedi and Cigar Workers (Conditions of Employment) Amendment 
Rules, 1981. 

(2 ) They shall come into force at once . 

2. Amendment of form No. II. - In the Kerala Beedi and Cigar Workers 
(Conditions of Employment) Rules , 1968 , for the existing " Form No. II” , 
the following form shall be substituted , namely : 


FORM No, II 

( See rule 5 ) 
LICENCE 


Licence No... 
Registration No........ 

Fec Rs.... 
Licence is hereby granted to .. 
under section 4 of tle Beedi and Cigar Workers ( Conditions of Employ 
ment) Act, 1966 (Central Act 32 of 1966 ) to use the premises described 
below as industrial premises employing not more than . 

.employees on any one day during the year 

...subject to the terms and conditions 
specified in the Annexure. 

G. 113 


N 


The licence shall 


remain in force till the 


31st day of March 


DESCRIPTION OF THE PREMISES 
Name of the Industrial premises 
Situation of the Industrial 

premises 
Nameof Trade Mark under which 

Becdi/Cigar is manufactured 
Full name and 

address of the 
registered user of the Trade Mark / 
or any other person by whom the 

Beedi/Cigar will be marketted 

Permission is also granted for the installation of power -driven 
machinery specified below : 

Signature and Seal of the 
Date : 

Competent Authority . 
RENEWAL 


Date of 
Renewal 


Fees paid 


for Renewal 


Date of 
Expiry 


Dated signature 

and seal of the 
Competent Authority 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 


Annexure 
This licence is subject to the following terms and conditions, 
namely : 

1. Themanufacturing process shall be carried on only in that part 
of the Industrial premises specified for the purpose in the licence. 

2 . The maximum number of employees employed in the industrial 
premises shall not on any day exceed the number specified in the licence. 

3 . Power- driven machinery not specified in the licence shall not 
be used in the manufacturing process in the premises . 

4. Except with the prior permission , in writing of the Competent 
Authority , the industrial premises shall not be extended and except with 
the like premission no structural alterations shall be made in any building 
on such premises . 
5. The licence shall not be transferable . 

By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 
Special Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 


( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to explain 
its general purport). 

Government propose to incorporate the name of the statute under 
which the licence is issued in Form No. II appended to the Kerala 
Beedi and Cigar Workers (Conditions of Employment) Rules, 1968 . 
Government also consider that the licence should be issued stating therein 
the name of trade marks under which Beedi/Cigar is manufactured and 
full address of the registered user of the trade mark /or among other 
persons by whom the Beedi/Cigar will be marketted . There is no sufficient 
space in the existing Form No. II for dated signature of he competent 
Authority at the time of renewal. This has to be rectified . 

This notification is intended to achieve the above objects. 
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GOVERNMENT OP KERALA 
Higher Education ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.Ms. No. 195 /80 / H . Edo . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th December 1930 . 

S.R.O.No. 155 81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1) 
of section 4 of the Charitable Endowments Act, 1890 (Central Act 6 of 
1890 ), the Government of Kerala hereby order that the property specified 
in column (2) of the schedule appended herewith belonging to the Endow . 
mentmentioned in column ( 1) thereof shall be vesed in the Treasurer of 
Charitable Endowments of Kerala and under subsections (1) and ( 3) of 
section 5 of the said Act, Government settle the following scheme for the 
administration of the said property the same having been previously publi 
shed under rule 3 of the Charitable Endowments (Kerala ) Rules, 1966 
and appoint the date of publication of the notification to be the date op 
which the said scheme shall corre into operation , nainely : 

SCHEME 
1. The Endowment shall be called " Sri Appu Master Endowment 
Fund ” . 

2. The Corpus of the Endowment shall consist of Rs. 7,000 (Rupees 
Seven thousand only) and shall be vested with the Treasurer of Charitable 
Endowments, Kerala . 

3. The Corpus of the Endowment shall be invested in any long term 
securities of the Government of India or the Government of Kerala or 
in any of the securities approved by Government. 

4. The Headmaster , Boys High School, (S.R.V. H.S.) Ernakulam , 
shall be the Administrator of the Endowment. 
5 . (i) The annual interest accruing on the fund shall be divided 

equally into three and utilised during the succeeding year 
for awarding six scholarships to the first and second rank 
hoiders of Standards VIII, IX and X on the basis of the 

marks secured by them in the annual examination . 
( ii ) The value of the scholarship to the first rank holder in each 

standard shall be 60 % and to the second rank holder in 
each standard shall be 40 % of the amount set apart for 

each standard as specified in (i) above. 
( iii) If in any year more than one student secures 1st or second 

rank in any or all of the three standards, the scholarship 
amount set apart for the Ist or second rank holder in that 
standard , as the case may be shall be divided equally among 

such students in that standard . 
G. 63 
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6. The scholarships shall be awarded on the occasion of the school 
day celebrations or on any other suitable occasion in the academic year itself 
as decided by the Administrator and thereafter the fact of such award with 
relevant particulars shall be published in the notice board of the school 
for information of the public . 

7. Requisition for payment of annual interest shall be sent by the 
Administrator at any time not later than two months prior to the date 
fixed for the award of the scholarships and the Treasurer of Charitable 
Endowments shall thereup in arrange to place the annual interest at the 
disposal of the Administrator. 

8. If the interest is not utilised as provided in clause 5 or if the 
scholarships are not awarded owing to the non -availability of a suitable 
candidate or for any other reason or if any balance is left after awarding 
the scholarships such amount shall be added on to the corpus of the 
Endowment by the Treasurer of Charitable Endowments unless its payment 
is allowed by the Treasurer in exceptional cases on the specific recom 
mendation of the controlling authority specified in clause 9 . 

9. If any doubt or dispute arises regarding the meaning or inter 
pretation of the Scheme, it shall be referred to the Director of Public 
Instruction whose decision thereon shall be final , 


SCHEDULE 
Name of Endownsdt 

Details of Property 
(1) 

(2 ) 
“ Shri Appu Master Endowment Rs. 7,000 (Rupees Seven thousand 
Fund ” . 

only ) 
By order of the Governor, 
P. MADHAVI AMMA, 

Joint Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of thenotification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

Shri T. Krishnakumar , ( Treasurer of the Appu Master Endowment) 
wishes to institute the above endowment in the Boys High School (S. R. V. 
H. S. ), Ernakulam . The preliminary notification regarding this has been 
published in the gazette dated 4-11-1980. Now Government have accepted 
the endowment for institution and hence this notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 20165 /TC2/80 / W & T . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 27th December 1980 . 
S.R.O.No. 156 /81. - Whereas representations have been received by 
Government from the stage carriage operators specified in the annexure to 
this Notification , that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 30th 
September , 1980 in respect of the stage carriages particulars of which are 
specified in the said annexure could not be remitted within the prescribed 
period due to financial strain and that extension of time for payment of tax 
in respect of these vehicles may therefore be granted ; 

And whereas Government are convinced that circumstances existed that 
the said stage carriage operators could not remit the vehicle tax in respect of 
the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in this State for the quarter 
ended on the 30th September , 1980 due to financial strain ; 

And whereas Government are convinced that non -operation of these 
vehicles due to non -payment of tax would have caused great inconvenience 
to the travelling public; 

And whereas Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the time for payment of vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 
30th September, 1980 in respect of the said stage carriages; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 ( 19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975 , the Government of Kerala 
hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 30th 
September, 1980 in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use 
in the State shall be paid on or before 31st August, 1980 together with the 
additional tax payable under section 12 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
Taxation Act, 1976 read with the Notification (5 ) No. 33942/TC2/75-5PW . 
dated the 29th September, 1975 . 

G. 1929 . 


Annexure 


Sl . No. 


Registered No. of the 

Stage Carriage 


Name of the Stage Carriage 

Owner 


( 1) 


(2) 


( 3) 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 


A. K. Mohinuddeen 
N. Balakrishna Panicker 
P. P. Kunhimayan 
V. Ummerkoya 
M.Murukesan 
E. K. Davis , Trichur District 


7 


Quilon District Motor Transport 

Workers Co-operative Society Ltd., 
No. Q. 420 , H. O. Quilon 


8 


9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 


KLP 8436 
KRE 8095 
KLZ 561 
KLZ 4427 
KLZ 5295 
KRE 3127 & 
KRF 650 
KLQ 8211, 5689, 8521 

8045 , 9793 , 6779, 

3115 , 6867 
KLU 55, 3140, 3720 , 
5470 , 5167, 

5027 , 
3445 
KLU 4221, 1742 & 

4075 
KLH 702 

KLF 6747 & 9030 
KRE 7871 
KLN 3355 
KLZ 8145 
KRE 2952 
KLN 1308 
KLD 7783 
KLC 7092 
KRE 6118 
KLZ 5725 
KLD 8200 
KLZ 8231 
KRD 900 
KLZ 8034 , 4935 
KLZ 4878 & 6424 
KRE 2099 
KLZ 8300 
KLD 7145 
KLZ 4680 
KLZ 5274 
KLZ 8191 
KLZ 2893 
KLZ 8424 
KLZ 8280 


L. Vijayanathan Pillai, Punalur 
Lawrence Correya Pachalam , 

Cochin - 12 
Nichlavos Simethy 
Abdulla Mohammed 
P. P. Ummerkutty Haji 
P. Balan 
K.K. Joseph 
K. Beeran Koya 
K. Ibrahim 
K. Ahemined 
A.K. Ummer , Calicut 
T. T.Nanu , Badagara 
M.K. Kannan, Chombala P.O. 
V.P. Ahemmed , Badagara 
V. P.Moosa , Badagara 
M.P. Viswanathan , Badagara 
Abdulla Mohammed , Badagara 
C. H. Moidu, Badagara 
K. Raghavan , Badagara 


27 
28 
29 
30 
31 


V. Rajan , Badagara 
M. V. Bhaskaran , Badagara 
K.T.K. Kelappan , Badagara 
M.M. Narayan ın , Badagara 
Abdulla Mohammed , Kuttadi 
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(1) 


( 2) 


(3 ) 


32 
33 


34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 


KRE 6498 
KLD 5816 & 
KLZ 7730 
KLZ 5391 
KLZ 8262 
KLZ 5250 
KLZ 3120 
KLZ 7933 
KLZ 5085 
KLC 8157 
KLZ 5275 
KLZ 4608 
KLZ 8058 
KLZ 8085 
KLZ 4419 
KLH 3420 
KLO 7612 
KLH 3630 
KLZ 8154 
KLZ 5094 
KLZ 2430 
KLZ 8172 
KLZ 3888 
KLZ 8281 
KLC 6150 , 5247 
KRE 403, 
KRF 1303 
KLR 8478 
KLH 4588 
KLH 2367 


M.P. Abdulla Hajee, Badagara 
Malabar Roadways Service , Tellicherry 
A. K. Khalid , Tellicherry 
C.H. Kunhi Abdulla , Badagara 
M.Kelappan , Badagara 
M. M. Chandran , Badagara 
E.Mayinkutty Hajee, Kallachy 
P.P. Vasudevan , Kallachy 
T. Nanoo , Badagara 
A. K. Khalid , Chokli 
K. Vijayan , Badagara 
K. Sankara Kurup , Badagara 
T. K. Yoosaph , Kannukkara 
M. Syed Alavi, Ferok 
V.K. Ibrahim , Kakkatell 
K.K. Gopalan , Badagara 
P. C. Lohithakshan , Badagara 
C.K. Kumaran , Badagara 
Jyothi Bus Service , Badagara 
P K. Sankaran, Badagara 
M.K. Kannan , Badagara 
K. Krishna Babu , Badagara 
M. Padmanabhan , Badagara 
Mammu Hajee , Nadapuram 
K. Ebrahim , Vellikulangara 


45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 


57 
58 
59 


P. N. Sultan , Vellikulangara 
M.V. George, Kodali 
P. S. Haneefa, Vellikulangara , 

Trichur District 


60 


KLA 1577 , 1959 2035 , 
2234 , 2297, 2410 , 2559 , 
2562, 2776 , 2921, 3112, 
3284. 3954, 4526 , 4871, 
5133, 5542 , 7378 , 9020 , 
9111 , 9501, 9601, 9805 , 
9860 & KLT 3786 
KLV 4172 
KLR 9652 
KLK 9165 


Secretary , 

Private Motor Workers Industrial 
Co- operative Society Ltd. No. 4203, 
Kayamkulam 


61 
62 
63 


P. V. Jayaraj, Nedumangadu 
C. C. Lonappan , Tirur 
S. Ramachandran , 

R. M. S. Bus Service , Palai 
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( 1) 


(3 ) 


64 


KLE 105, 9651, 8552 
KRF 2359 


65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 


KLF 9049 
KRE 949 
KLA 909, 1105 
KLQ 4324 
KLR 4548 
KLF 8883 
KRE 7211 
KLE 8997 
KLF 561 
KRT 1265 
KLO 6201 
KLK 9399 
KLO 5698 
KRE 6191 
KLO 3258 
KLA 3227 
KLK 3581 
KRF 70 
KLQ 8087 
KRE 32 


P. K. Poulose , 

Managing Partner, 
P. P. Kuriakose & Sons, 

Kothamangalam 
K. A. Abdul Salam , Alwaye 
P.K. Raghavan Pillai, Alwaye 
K. Ravindran , Haripad 
K. V. Poulose, Chalakudy 
Thozhilali Bus Service, Chalakudy 
V. N. Balan , Ashtamichira 
K K. Sreedharan , Edacochin 
S. Komalan , Cochin -6 
T., S. Thankam , Cochin -6 
V.Mini, Quilon 
Thomas Lukka , Kidangoor 
M. M James, Kottayam 
M.J. Abraham , Kottayam 
K. A. Thomas, Ernakulam 
K.T. Alexander , Changanacherry 
Mathew Joseph, Changanacherry 
M. V.George, Changanacherry 
V. K. Mustafa , Cochin - 2 
P. K. Ravindran , Kottarakara 
K. A. Ludvic, KurisingalHouse, 

Chellanam , Cochin 
M /s. Malabar Motor Transport 

Co-operative Society Ltd. for 

Ex -servicemen , Calicut 
N.M. Khader Pillai, Ernakulam 

T. A. Xavier, Cochin -6 
Managing Partner , 

Janatha Motor Service , 
Cochin -6 
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KLZ 1225 , 2720 
KLP 5649, 2103 
KLD 5802 , 9176 
KLZ 740 , 4073 
KRE 6676 
KRF 1129 
KLE 3561 


86 
87 
88 
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Managing Partner, 

New Kerala Bus Transport, 
Cannanore 


KLC 671, 2874, 3727, 
4140, 5293, 3063, 3540 
KLN 135 , 235,385 , 705 
and 927 
KKV 3155, 5274 
KLN 536 
KLF 6535 
KRE 3536 
KRE 8605 
KRE 8224 


90 
91 


Deepa Transport, Cannanore 
C. M. Govindan , Trippunithura 
K. P. Varkey , Kothamangalam 
P. K. Sukumaran , Moovattupuzha . 


92 
93 
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( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


94 
95 
96 


(3 ) 
C.K. Padmanabhan , Moovattupuzha 
T. K. Ravindran 


به 


97 
98 

99 
100 


101 


102 


103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 


KRF 18150 
KLP 5104 
KRE 1753 
KLF89461 
KLF 2412 
KLQ 7219 
KLP 4996 
KLQ 6535 
KLA 8047 
KLO 3803 
KLH 3655 
KLH 2451 
KRE 8036 
KLF 1688 
KLH 6070 
KRE 2849 
KLC 7757 
KLQ 8271 
KRE 982 
KRE 4694 
KLT 5588 
KLT 5641 
KLE 5216 
KLF 1427 
KRF 4572 
KLO 1119 
KRF 192 
KLR 7654 
KLU 2106 
KLK 9157 
KRE 8438 
KLF 8217 
KLO 606 
KLA 1721 
KLA 1809 
KRF 4353 
KRE 365 


Johny J. Maniattu , Muvattupuzha 
Varkey Pathrose , Pathanickad 
K. Vijayakumar 
A. M. John , Muvattupuzha 
Hajee M.Meera Sahib 
P. D. Chacko , Malloor, Kalady 
K.M. Devi, Trichur 
M. V. Bhaskaran ,Manjeri 

B. Pillai, Cochin 
K. Sudhakaran , Kodungalloor 
K. Vijayan , Kodungalloor 
Alwaye 
A Won Transport, Capnanore 
M. Abdul Shukoor, Quilon 
N. Raman Pillai, Kodungallur 
P. Chandran Pillai, Irimpanam 
V. Bhageerathi, Attingal 
V. Balachandran , Attingal 
M.K. Achutha Pai, Cochin - 1 
M.A. Sreedhara Pai, Cochin - 1 
Mrs. Sumangala T. Pai, Cochin - 17 
Varghese Xavier, Changanassery 
P. A. Gangadharan , Cochin - 1 
C.Bhuvanadas, Thathamangalam 
K. Padman Pillai, Ranni 
K. S. Devassia , Changanassery 
Aliamma Chacko, Piravam 
K. C. George , Kothamangalam 
K.K. Krishnan Nair , Thodupuzha 
V. A. Varghese , Haripad 
S. Sukumaran , Haripad 
Lissy Correya , Varappuzha 

do . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary. 
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Explanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain the reason 
for the issue of the notification ) 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage 
Carriage operators as shown in the annexure requesting extension of time for 
payment of vehicles tax for the quarter ended 30th September, 1980 due to 
financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as notified as otherwise these vehicles 
might be put out of operation for non - payment of tax causing great incon 
venience to the travelling public . 
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Section iy 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 


No. 32458 /E2/80 /PW . 

Datet, Trivandrum , 29th December, 1980 . 

(i) 
S. R. O. No. 157 /81. - Whereas the Erumely Panchayat has in its 
resolution No. 21 dated the 23rd January , 1978, requested that the provi 
sions of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), 
shall be applied to that Panchayat area; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (3 ) 
of section 1 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 
(2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby apply all the provisions of 
the said Act to the Erumely Panchayat area in the Kottayam District with 
effect from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette . 


S. R. O. No. 158 81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
tection (1) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the 
Munsiff, having jurisdiction over the Erumely Panchayat area in the 
Kattayam District, to be the Rent Control Court for the said area , with 
effect from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazetre. 


(iii ) 


S. R. O. No. 159/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (2 ) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 ( 2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the Tahsil 
dar, baving jurisdiction over the Erumrly Panchayat area in the 
Kottayam District, to be the Accommodation Controller for the said area , 
with effect from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette. 

(iv ) 
S.R.O.No. 160 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of subsection (1) of section 18 of the Kerala Buildings (Lcase and Rent 
Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby conter 
on the ſubordinate Judge or the Principal Subordinate Judge, as the case 

G. 23 


may be, having jurisdiction over 

the Erumely Panchayat 
area 
in the Kottayam District, the powers of the Appellate Authority for the 
purposes of the said Act in the said area with effect from the date of publi 
cation of this notification in the Gazette . 


By order of the Governor, 
C. P. RAMAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the above notifications, but is intended to 
Indicate their general purport.) 
The Erumely Panchayat in Kottayam District has in 

its 
resolution No. 21 dated 23rd January , 1978 , requested Government to 
extend the provisions of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 ( 2 of 1965 ) to its area . Under section 1 (3 ) of the said Act, 
Government can extend the provisions of the Act to any area of the State by 
a notification in the Gazette, provided that such notification shall be supported 
by a resolution passed by .he local authority of the area affected by the noti 
cation . The above notifications are to achieve the above purpose and issued 
on the request of the Panch yat concerned . 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Tr . B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G.O.RT. 15 /81/T.F.& P . Dated, Trivandrum , 2nd January 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 161/81. - Whereas M /s. Precision Engineering Corporation , 
Jews Street, Cochin has purchased a tractor-semi-trailer combination the 
details of which are given below , for the purpose of transporting raw 
materials and finished goods; 

And, whereas the wheel base of the said tractor -semi- trailer combination 
is less than the limit prescribed under rule 332B of the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
Rules, 1961; 

And , whereas the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the said 
tractor-semi-trailer combination can conveniently be used for transportation 
of raw materials and finished goods; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, the Government ofKerala hereby exempt 
the said tractor-semi- trailer combination from the provisions of rule 332B of 
the said Rules. 


DETAILS OF TRACTOR - SEMI- TRAILER COMBINATION 
Registration Number Tractor - KRF 6062 

Trailer 1 - KLV 8873 

Trailer 2 - KLV 8965 
Chassis No. 

: 61.1.2329 and 61.1.2335 
Engine No. 

078888 
Wheel Base 

: 

2 M. 30 cms. 
Overall width 

1 M.80 cms. 
Overall length 

5 M. 24 cms. 


.. 


.. 


By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary. 

(P.T 0 ] 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate the 
general purport) 

M /s. Precision Engineering Corporation , Jews Street, Cochin has requested 
Government to exempt the new H.M.T. Tractor -semi-trailer combination 
purchased by it from the provisions of ſule 332B of the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
Rules, 1961 as the wheel base of the vehicle is less than the prescribed 
measurement. Government have considered the request and have decided 
to grant the exemption sought. This notification is to implement Govern 
ment decision in this regard . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports (Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 20903/ TC2/80 / TF & P . Dated , Trivandrum , 20th January, 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 163/81. - Whereas representation has been received 
by Government from the stage carriage operator Shri K. N. Pavithran , 
slo . Narayanan, Krishna Vilas, Azad Road, Cochin that the vehicle tax for 
the two quarters from the 1st January, 1980 to the 30th June , 1980 in 
respect of the Stage Carriage bearing Registration No. KLF 3323 , could not 
be remitted within the prescribed period due to financial strain and that 
permission may be granted to remit the arrears of vehicle tax in respect of 
the said stage carriage in instalments ; 

And whereas , the Government are convinced that circumstances 
existed that the said stage carriage operator could not remit the vehicle 
tax in respect of the said stage carriage ordinarily kept for use in the State 
for the two quarters from the 1st January , 1980 to the 30th June, 1980 due 
to financial strain ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation of 
the vehicle due to non - payment of tax would have caused 

great 
inconvenience to the travelling public ; 

And whereas, the Government consider it necessary in the public 
interest, to permit the owner of the said stage carriage to remit the 
arrears of vehicle tax for the two quarters from the 1st January 1980 to 30th 
June , 1980 in respect of the said stage carriage in instalments ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 ( 19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975 , the Government of 
Kerala hereby order that the arrears of vehicle tax due for the two quarters 
from the 1st January , 1980 to the 30th June, 1980 in respect ofthe said stage 
carriage bearing Registration No. KLF 3323, ordinarily kept for use in the 
State shall be paid in five consecutive monthly instalments, the first instal 
ment being payable before the 15th August, 1980 together with the additional 
tax payable under section 12 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act,1976 
read with the Notification (5 ) No. 33942 /TC2/75-5 /PW . dated the 29th 
September, 1975 . 

By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary . 
G. 162 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to explain 
the reason for the issue of the notification .) 

Government have received representations from the Stage Carriage 
operators Shri K.N. Pavithran, /o Narayanan , Krishna Vilas, Azad Road , 
Cochin requesting extension of time for payment of arrears of vehicle tax in 
respect of vehicle bearing registration No. KLF 3323 for the periods from 
1-1-1980 to 30-6-1980 on instalment basis due to financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest 
grant extension of time for payment of arrears of vehicle tax as notified as 
otherwise the vehicle might be put out of operation for non -payment of 
tax causing great inconvenience to the travelling public . 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. RT . 261/81/Home 

Dated, Trivandrum , 29th January 1981. 
S.R.O. No. 171/81.- Shri M , K. Chandra Bose , Nirappel house 
Punnathura West, Ettumanoor, Kottayam is appointed as Assistant Public 
Prosecutor Grade II in Kottayam District. 


By order of the Governor. 
K. ACHUTHAN NAIR , 

Deputy Secretary . 


G.174 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Industries (H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 29776 /H3/80 /ID . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th January 1981 . 
S.R.O.No. 172 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(3 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962) 
and in supersession of notification No. 24145 /H3/76 /ID dated the 10th 
August 1976 published in the Kerala Gazette Extra Ordinary No. 470 
dated the 12th August, 1976 , the Government of Kerala hereby appoint 
the Special Tahsildar (Land Acquisition ) No. I (Minerals and Metals), 
Chavara , to perform the functions of a Collector under the said Act 
within the territorial limits of Karunagappally and Quilon Taluks and 
under subsection (2 ) of section 3 of the said Act authorise him , his 
servants and workmen to exercise the powers conferred by the said sub 
section in respect of any land within his jurisdiction for the acquisition 
of which a notification under subsection ( 1) of section 3 has been 
published . 

By order of the Governor , 
K. SIVASANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport) . 

At present the Special Tahsildar (LA ) No. I. , (Minerals and Metals ) 
Chavara has jurisdiction only in Karunagappally Taluk as empowered 
by the Government in their Notification No. 24145/H3176 / ID dated 
10-8-1976 . He is specially engaged for the acquisition of lands for 
the Kerala Minerals and Metals Ltd., Quilon . It is now decided to 
entrust to him the Land Acquisition work of the Company in Quilon 
Taluk as well by extending his territorial jurisdiction over the Quilon 
Taluk also . This Notification is intended to confer on the Special Tahsildar 
(L. A.) No. I, (Minerals and Metals), Chavara jurisdiction over Quilon 
Taluk also . 


G. 76 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. MS. 6 /81/Home. 

Dated, Trivandrum , 13th January 1981. 
S. R. O. No. 17381. - In exercise of the powers conferred by Article 
233 (1) of the Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala is pleased to 
appoint the following persons as District and Sessions Judges: 

1. Shri P. A. Shahul Hameed 
2. Shri T. V. Sreekrishnan 
3 . Smt P. C. Lalitha Bai 
4 . Shri O. Narayanan 
5. Shri K. P. Balanarayana Marar 


By order of the Governor, 
J. S. JESUDHASAN , 

Special Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education (H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 38420H3 80 H. Edn. Dated , Trivandrum , 30th January 1981. 

The following is the Select List as approved by the Government, 
of Officers for appointment by transfer to the category of Epigraphist 
as on the dates noted against each in the Department of Archaeology , 
prepared by the Departmental Promotion Committee. 

SELECT LIST 
1. Shri K. Maheswaran Nair 

29-4-1975 
2. Smt. P. S. Radha Devi 

16-11-1973 
3. Shri V. Gangadharan Nair 

5-12-1975 


P. MADIIAVI AMMA, 
Joint Sccrclary to Gouxcrnment, 
Higher Education Department and Convener , 

Departmental Promotion Committee . 


TRINTED AND PUBLISTED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS , 

TRIVANDRUM , 1981. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Food (B ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


No.1187/B1/81 /Food . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 10th February, 1981. 
The following notification No.GSR - 732 (E ) dated 31st December 1980 
of the Government of India , Ministry of Agriculture (Department of Food ) 
published in the Gazette of India Extraordinary [Part II --Section 3 sub - section 
(i)] dated 31st December 1980 is hereby republished for general information . 


By order of the Governor, 


G. SOMANATHAN , 


Additional Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 


Ministry of Agriculture (Department of Food ) 


NOTIFICATION 


Vew Delhi, the 31st December, 1980. 


G.S.R. 732 (E ).Whereas certain draft rules further to amend the Rice 
Milling Industry (Regulation and Licensing) Rules, 1959 , were published as 
required by sub-section (1) of section 22 of the Rice-Milling Industry (Regu 
lation ) Act, 1958 (21 of 1958 ), at page 766 of the Gazette of India Extraordi 
nary part II Section 3, sub -section (i), dated the 18th July , 1980 , under the 
notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Agriculture (Depart 
ment of Food ), No.G.S.R. 434 ( E ),dated the 18th July , 1980 , inviting objections 
and suggestions from all persons likely to be affected thereby before the expiry 
of a period of forty -five days from the date on which the copies of the Official 
Gazette in which the said notification was published were made available 
to the public ; 

And whereas the said Gazette was made available to the public on 12th 
August, 1980 ; 


And whereas the objections and suggestions received from the public 
have been considered by the Central Government; 


Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby makes the following rules further to 
amend the Rice-Milling Industry (Regulation and Licensing ) Rules, 1959, 
namely : 
1. (1) These rules may be called the Rice -Milling Industry (Regula 

tion and Licensing ) Amendment Rules, 1980 . 
(2 ) 

These shall come into force at once. 


2 . 

In the Rice-Milling Industry (Regulation and Licensing) Rules , 
1959, 

(i) in rule 6, for sub -rule (1), the following sub -rule shall be substi 
tuted , namely : 

“ (1) Every licensee shall, before the licence is granted , deposit security 
at the following rates, for the due performance of the conditions subject to 
which the licence is granted to him :-- 
(a ) Single huller type 

or chira producing 
rice mill : 

At a uniform rate of Rs. 200 . 
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(b ) Rice Mills other 

than single huller or 
chira producing 
Mills : 

Mills with capacity : 
(i) upto 1 tonne 

Rs. 1,000 
( ii) above 1 tonne and 
upto 2 tonnes 

Rs. 2,000 
(iii) above 2 tonnes and 
upto 3 tonnes 

Rs. 3,000 
(iv) above 3 tonnes and 
upto 4 tonnes 

Rs. 4,000 
( v) above 4 tonnes 

Rs. 5,000 " 
( ii ) in rule 9, for sub -rule (2), the following shall be substituted namely: 
" (2) Every licensee shall submit to the licensing officer a return in 

Form V for every month so as to reach the licensing officer before 

the 5th day of the next month ." ; 
( iii) In the Schedule, in Form V , for the existing heading, the following 
heading shall be substituted , namely : 

" RETURN OF STOCKS, PRODUCTION , DELIVERIES AND 
BALANCE OF PADDY /RICE FOR THE MONTH ENDING 
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(Sd .) 


K. C. S. ACHARYA , 
Joint Secretary to the Government of India , 

No. 15 (Genl.) (4)/79 - D & R - 1-74 ). 


